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This paper presents one module in a series of resource materials

which are-designed for use'by teacher gducators; The genesis of these

\

materiéls is in the ten "clusters of capabilifies," outlined in the
paper, "A éommon Bod; of Practice for Téachersﬁ_.The Chellenge of
Public Law 94-142. to Teacher Education" (published by ihe National
Suppost Systems Project), which form the propo;ed core of professional

knowledge needed by professional teachers who will practice in the world

.

of tomorrow. The resource materials are to be used by teacher eduéatorg

2

to reexamine and enhance their current practice in.preparing classroom
. i

; .
teachers, to work competently and comfog&ably with children who have a

TLARE

wide range of individual needs. Each module provides further elaboration
-of a specified '"cluster of capabilities” - in this case, Individualized

Teaching: Writing Individualized Education Programs (IEPs).
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Extending the Challenge:

PR

Working Toward "a Common Body of Practice for Teachers

& o
e
My

"” Concerned educators have always wrestled with issues of excellence -

.and professional development. It is argued, in the paper "A Common Body

of Practice for Teachers: The Challenge of Public-Law 94-1&2‘to Teacher
[ . \
Education, "® that the Education for All Handicapped Children Act:of 1975

provides the necéssary.impetus for a concerted reexamination of teacher

©

* education. Further, it is argued that this reexamination should enhance

ﬁ‘

' w %
the process of establiéhinéia body of knowledge common to the members of

24 A

the teaching profession. The paper continues, then; by outlininglclusters

@

€

of capabilities that may be included in the common vody.of knowle&ge.

These clustefélbf Eapabiiifies bfovidéhthé”bésis for the following mgterials.
The materials are oriented t;ward assessment‘and development. TFirst,

the various components,'rating scales,-sglf-assessménts, sets of object{ves,

and respective rationale and knowledge bases are designqd to enable

teachéf educators to assess éurrent practice relative to the knowledge,

skills, and commitments outlined in the gforeméntioned paper. The assess- .
_ N

ment is conducted not necessarily to determine the worthiness of a progfam
f

or practice, but rather to reexamine current practice in order to articu- «

late essential common elements of teacher education. In effect then, the

"challenge' paper and the ensuing materials incite further discussion

. regarding a common body of practice for teachers.

Second and closely aligned to assessment is the developmental per-

8

spectivé cffered by these materials. The assessment process allows the

user to view current practice on a developmental contithuum;j therefore,

- —— .

*Published by the American Association of Collegas for Teacher Education,
Washington, DC, 1980. ($5.50)
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desired or more appropriate practicé is readily idenitifiable. On another,

« [ ]

perhaps more important dimension, the "challenge' paper and these materials

focus discussion on preservice teacher education. In making.decisions
regarding a common body of practice it is essential that specific

2 toe v
knowledge, skill,and commitment be acquited at the preservice level. It

is also essential that other additionai specific knowledge, skill, an@

commitment be acquired as a, teacher is inducted into the profession and

@

matures with years of exbgrience. Differentiatlng among these levels of

~ proféssional development is paramount. These materials can be used in

forums in which focused discussicn will explicate beatter the necessary

elements of preservice teacher education. This explication will then. .
- r &

allow more productive discourse on thélnecessafy capabilitieé of-beg}uning
teaéhe;s and.the necessary capabilities of experienced teachers.-

In brief, this work is an effor; to capitalize on the creative
ferment of the teaching profession in striving toward exéelience and

professional development. The work is to be viewed as evolutionary and

[

formative. Contributions from our colleagues are heartily welcomed.
\ .

;a . . ’ z
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Within this module are the following components:

Set of Objectives = The objectives focus on‘;he_teacher:educator',
RN

and identify what can be expected as a result of working

through the materials. :The objectives also apply to pre-

-service teachers; they are statements about skills,” knowledge,
end attitudes which:'should be part of the '"common body of

practicé" of all teachers.

-

‘ ' o .
Rating Scales - Scales are included by which a teacher educator’

. could, in é cursory way, assess the degree*to which the
\
knowledge and practices identified in this module are-

prevalent in the existing teacher-training program. The
: .
rating scales also provide a catalyst for further thinking

. in each area. .

Sélf Assessment - Specific test items were devgloped to dctermine
a‘user's workiné knowledge of the major concepts and priu-.
ciples in each subtopic. The self assessment may be used as
a pre-assessment to deter&ine whéther one would find it
worthwhile to gdlthrough the moaule or as a self check after
the materials have been worked through. The self assessment
items also can serve as examples of mastery test questions
for students. '

Rationale and Knowledge Base - This section summarizes the knoWwledge
base and empirical support for selected topics on“writing IEPs.
The more salient concepts and gtrategies are roviewod; A fow
bricf simulations/activities and questions have been 1;togrntod

with the rationale and knowledge base. This scction includes

the following topics:

|V

&
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. Introduction Page

~ Glossary of Terms \\ Page
i 'Responsibility and Accountability . Page
Referral,of‘Students to’the School ,Based Committee : Page

The Multidisciplinary App;oach;%o Evaluation Page’

' The IEP TeamJMeeting . Page
The Contengs of the IEP .f;ge

e IEPs at the Secondary SchoqliLevel ' . - Page

Bibliography -.A partial bibliography of 1ﬁportant books, articles, Page

and materials is included after the list of references.

oo

Articles - Related brief articles (reproduced with author's permis- Page

. sion) aécompaily the aforementioned components. The articles

[ty

support and expand on the knowledge base.

v
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Objectives of the Module
£

purpose of this module is: °
. ; h °

. K]

To explain the basic principles of Public Law 94-142 which

Y

relate to the IEPﬁyrocess. b
_ ]
To define terms germane to the topic of individualized - SRS
“ . .
¢ a -
programming. : ’
A
To describe the procc@ural requirements of the IEP process.
To describe the reférral process. _ ) o
t . . ‘
To discuss the multidisciplinary approach to the IEP process
and its benefits. ! .
y ;
To demonstrate a procedure for writing annual goals and
short term objectives. =
To describe various monitoring.é§§fems for the IEP oﬂﬁectives. L
To desvribé and use one sample format for writing IEPs. \\
. ’ t
To discuss various  issues assoicated with the IEP that are
unique to secondary schools:
9 S~
~.
/\
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Reasonable Objectives for a Teacher Education’ Program .

a

¢

The foliowing are obJectives that any teacher education program

could reasonably set for itself in- preparing teacﬁers to participate

* ind {

in the IEP-process: ‘ )

o

1. To familiariae‘studentsjwith the rationale and purpose for

A

developing IEPs. . @ . ‘ "

-
® ' ~ .

2, To.inform studente of the contént and.procedures requiréd in

&
3

developing LEPs. o ’ <
3. To provide students with basic knowledge and proficiency in
N v ? ¢ ’ &
areas directly related to developing IEPs,.e.g., ,-

a. assessing students' current academic functioning.

PR

b. writing annual goa¥ks related to currept functioning.

c. writing short-term objectives related to’ current ) ,

functioning and goals ..~ . )

-

4. To provide students with basic knowledge and proficiency for
’ * . a

monitoring student progress toward goals and objectives outlined *

in the IEP. p
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. Rating*Scale for Teacher Preparation Program

t t

v

Check the statement 'that best describes the level of preparation of your

teacher education program s graduates for participating in the IEP process.

- . . - . LY ) o
v

" - 1., Students being prepared for teaching are aware that they-will have’

B

exceptional students in their classes but are tnaware of the formal

program planning required for such students by school personnel.

¢ .
]

. ' +2, Students being prepared for teaching are aware of the general
‘ Ay 1equirement for an Individualized Educational Plan (1EP) for each
' i exceptional student in their class and perhaps are even aware of

the general content of IEPs, but generally the-topic is treated

5 M

as in the domain of special education. 4

>

o
s . : “ , .

! 3...Students being prepared for.teaching are taught about the specific

¢ information and.prdcedures required in developing IEPs, are taught

‘ of the regular class teacher's potential role in the. process, and
' are provided with examples of how they,can.contribute to the use-

e

fulness of the program plan developed. R
P - ° !

1

41' Students being prepared for teaching are trained in“specific
skills required in developing'IEPs (e g., assessment of students’
y present levels of functioning, writing appropriate: goals and ob-
jectives, and monitoring students progress) and are shown how
' these skills are qpplicable to content and procedural requirements
N Of.IEPSa ’ .
e ‘ @ ) a N - ¢
5, Students being prepared for teaching are trained in specific'
skills required for IEP development (e. g., assessment of students
? prcsent levels of functioning, ‘writing appropriate goals and ob-
jectives, and monitoring students' progress) and receive experience

in using these skills in working as a team member to develop IEPs

for students with special needs. ‘

%4
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Self Assessment
- ' : N % é
.. . . ’ . ¢ X
' Fill ‘m the Blanks': , /
1. Name six major principles contained in "The Education for All Handicapped
Children Act' of 1975 ‘(Public Law 94-142) N :
y \o—. . - :

‘2. The written commitment by the public agency to appropriately serve handi-

' capped children and youth is called- the 2 .
. . . . * -
~3. The rules and regulatiohs which are guidelines -for-the—implementation—of——
P. L. 94-142 were first nublished in . _ .
4. According to.the rules and regulations, the term "handicapped children
includes the following categories: - . _ - ‘
‘ —

5. Liéﬁ six supports included undd? "related services':

6. List the three required participants in the IEP meeting:

’

J -
7. Name the two participants who are only sometimes included in the IEP
meeting: —

L
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8. List the five requlred content ateas of the IEP:

”

7 . +
) o L8

— True or False?

. ; " 9, The IEP is a legally binding contract.

————

10. Not all disabled youngsteretare cornsidered to be 'hanc.capped."

—m

11. The right to.an appropriate education for handicapped.students means
" -the right to be educated in the regular classroom.

—————a

12, 1If 2 handicapped student is plaoed out of. etate, the state of
= residence is responsible for wrlting the student's IEP and ensurlng
its implementation.

13. The state educational agency must ensure_tﬁat ongoing inservice
' training programs are available to all personnel who are engaged
in the education of handicapped students.

14. The placdement decision could ngmade by one pérson if that person
is a respon31b1e evaluator. i .

P — .- E et

15. Written notice to parents is required before the public agency
proposes or refuses to initiate or change the educational placement
d 7 - of a child. : P

16. Parental consent is required only on two occasions: before conduct=
* ing a preplacement evaluation and before initial placement of a
handicapped student in a special education program.

7 ~ .17. 1f a nandicapped student is enrolled in regular and special educa-
tion, the classroom teacher must be the teacher representative
on Lhe IEP team.

18. At the secondary level, wher handicapped students are likely to
‘have several teachers, all teachers must attend the IEP meeting.-

‘

19. For a handicapped student who has been evaluated for the first time, -
a member of the evaluation team must participate in the 'IEP meeting.

20, The IEP must be in effect at the beginning of the school year.

[l @, . L .

21. Instructional objectives are more detailed than lesscon plans.
4

22, It is not important that objectives are particularly useful to
teachers as long as they are appropriate for the individual
student.

23, The IEP must include evaluation procedures and schedules to deter-
mine whether instructional objectives are being achieved.
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24.' The tota] educational program for all handicapped students must
be described in the annual goals and instructional objectives

in the IEPs-

ment or to a uigher degree.
’ u
26. Vocational goals and objectives must be written into the IEP if
special modifications are necessary. °
. 4
27. The evaluation component of the IEP is intended to hold teachers
accountable 1f the student does not achieve the growth prOJected
in the ob3°ctives.

28. The fbfmat and length of the iEg are nrescribed by law.
\ < '

/7 (4

Multiple Choice . \

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34,

a. regular classroom.

IEPs are required only for those students who need

g
a. specialized- programming. - d. regular class placement to benefit
from their schooling experience.

b. crutches or a wheelchair.
C. tutonial help.

A student is not considered handicapped under the federal regulations
unless his/her impairment is severe enough-to warrant '

a. special class placemént. » c. physical adaptations.:
b. institutional care.’ . d., special education.

4

]

,An»IEP must be implcmented within what period of time after it is

developed?
a, 10 days b. one month c.. as soon as possible  'd. one year

If a private facility implements a student's IEP, responsibility for
compliance rests with t?

a.. private facility. d. bothaé&hb
b. . public agency. e. both b & c >
c. state education agency. f. a, b, &c,

Ail handicapped studentsmust be educated in the
e '

c, mainstream.
b. least restrictive appropriate d. public school,
environment. '

To determine whether objectives are being accomplished, evaluation of
‘the student's progress must legally occur at least once a

a. -“day. l b. week. g4 c.’ month. d. year.
¢ : .

25, Vocational education includes programs designed to lead to employ-

~n
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35. The group that can be served under Public Law 94-142 as of 1980 includes
“handicapped. youngsters in what age ‘group ? : ’ 8

&

a. 0-21 b, 3-21  c. 5-18 . d. 5=21

4 »

(Not all st?tes.include services for this entire age group.)

c £ i

. P - ’
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5,

10.
11,
12,
%3.
14,
15l
16.

17.

Self Assessment Key
5]

< ¥
Zero reject o, Procedural due process
Nondiscriminatory classification - Parental participation

Individualized education programs '
Least restrictive appropriate placement

(24

Individualized Education Program (IEP)
1977

Mentally retarded, hard of hearing, deaf, speech impaired, visually
handicapped, seriously emotionally disturbed, orthopedically impaired,
other health impaired, deaf-blind, multi-handicapped, specific learning

*disabilities.

Any six: transportation, speech pathology and audiology, psychological
services, physical and occupational therapy, recreation, early identifi-
cation and assessment, student and parent counseling, medical and
school health services, social work. A2 W

A representative of the public agency who is qualified to provide or
supervise special educationg«the student's .teacher, the student's

parent(s). y

The child, when appropriate, and other individuals at the discretion cf
the parent or agency. -

Student's present level of functioning. Annual goals and short-term
objectives. Extent of regular and special education to be provided.
Projected dates for initiation and duration of services. Evaluation

" procedures and schedules.

F 18, F 27. F
T _ 19, T 28. F
F 20, T 29. a
T 2", F 30. d
T 22, - F 31. c
F 23, T 32, e
T 24, F ' 33. b
T 25. T 34. d
F 26, T 35, b



Individualized Teaching:
Writing Individualized Education Programs,

(%

iy
e

Introduction

Public Law (P. L.) 94~142, “The Education for All Handicapped Children
. Act" of 1975, contains six major principles: zero reject, least restrictive
appropriate placement, nondiscriminatory eQalugtion, procedural dué process,
parental participation, and individualized education programs or "IEPs"
(Turnbull & Turnbull, 1978).

In es;ence, this law requires that the public school system provide all
schooi-aged handicgpped youngsters with a free and appfopriate education in
the least restrictive environment that is conducive to learning. The age
group pefﬁittgd to be served under P. L. 94-142 includes those children and
. youth aged 3-21. Some states include students aged 3-5 and 18-21, but others
sefve only handicapped youngéters within the same age bracket as their non-
handipapped peers who are entitled to a free public educdiion. In either case,
public Schoolg cannot reject siudents simply on the basis of their handicaps
and scﬁools must provide placement optioqs to accommodate students with special
needs.

In addition, nondiscriminatory evaluative tools that accurately ‘reflect
youngsters' strengths and weaknesses must be used to classify students as
handicapp;d and to aid in planning educational programs suited ‘to individhdl
needs. Within this process of identifying, placing, and providing educational
proyrams, parents are guaranteed the right to particibate in their child's
educational planning and are guaranteed due process sa‘eguards to protect that
right. ?

The final and key principle is the individual prescription. A public

/
responsibility for the recognition of unique special needs among school-aged

1¢

PRSI 4 mmeeeme s e g en tameio 0 m . ewstamds <s sommn sem s



. } ' ' 10

"

children and youth is the central theme of P. L. 94-142. °The IEP is the

n
written commitment by the public school system to serve those needs appropri-
ately. Although many educators and advorstes recognize the importance of
1

designing programs to meet individual needs, the perfunctory manipulation of

P ad

graphics is not enough to ensure an appropriate education for handicapped

students. , The effectiveness of well-designed programs will depend upen the
g ' .

quality of the #IEP process and implementation, not merely on a document.

4

Too often the IEP process is ill-conceived and the products are use’ess '

-

to implementers of the program, It is, therefore, essential that .the IEP
. : : .
process is efficient and the tangible results sefve parents and professiopals
.as management tools for coordinating services for students.: Aid}ng school
personnel in writing benegicial IEPs is the goal of this module.
Legal note....This module gives an overview of the IEP process and

includes several references to two sets of federal guidelires. The boxed

citations quote the Federal Register, either from the original rules and

regulations for the "ImplQﬁentation of Part B of the Education of the Handi-
cdpped Acf" (hugust 23, 1977, Volume 42, Numger 163) or from its clarifica-
tion of the IEP requirement called ''Assistance to States for Education of
Handicapped Children: Interpretation of the Individualized Education Program
(IEP)" (January 19, 1981, Volume 46, Number 12).

Maéy questions have arisen concerning the meaning and implementatibnﬁgf
the IEP provisions of the statute and regulations; therefore, a comprehen;ive
document was published that clarifies the IEP requirements, answers some of
the most frequently asked questions about the provisions, and provides techni-
cal assistance fo interested parties. The IEP Interpretation represents the
petspective; and intentions of those persons responsible for the ofiginal

specifications of the rules and regulations. The effective date of enactment

is indefinite at this time. .

<y
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The regulatioﬁs and the IEP Interpreiation provide a framework for the .
module and reflect the thinking of many advocates® for handicapped citizens, .

It

government officials, educators, parents, and laypersons; however, mainstreaming
R -

and “individualized teaching do not depend upon these mandates. P. L. 94-142

is preceded by right-to-education.ujudic;g} decisions and civil rights legislation
“which provide much of its foundation. Although federal legislation, state laws,
and local reguiations are dynamic, this module will cor.tinue to represent sound

educational strategies for meeting the individual needs of ,students.

Aciiuixxe;

1. Find out L§ your state's bubﬂic,ﬁchoo@ Aystem senves handicqpﬁed Adu-
dents aged 3-5 and 18-2i. Are nonhand%gapped Atudents provided an
education at public expense in those age brackets?

2. Name 4 educational pEacemenié othen t@gn the negularn classroom tﬁat_
might be the Least nebtnict&ue_appnopn&ate\aZIanatiueA gorn centain
students. Then, imagine a situation 4n whﬁlh a handicapped youngsten -
5 not allowed to parnticdpate in the negubarn classroom in the public
school and, yet, still neceives a free, appropriate public education.

3. Cneate a bried case study fon a student whose Least nestrnictive, most

- - appropriate placement is not in the rnegular classhoon.

Glossary of Terms

According to the 1977 regulations for implementing P. L. 94-142, at the

N

beginning of each school year.

. .each public agency shall have in effect an individual-
ized education program for every handicapped child who is
receiving special education from that agency.

(Sec. 300.342(a))

Three phrases may need clarification: individuallized education program,

handicapped, and special education. The rules and regulations continue:

‘ .. - 15




&

. . .the term "individualized education program" means a

written statement for a handicapped child that is developed
and implemented in accordance with sections 300.341-300.349.

(Sec. 300.340)

The specifics of development and implementation will be discussed in
% ’ :

Later sections. The definition ,stated above implies a rather concise

3

. plan in the form of a "written statement" that adheres to certain speci?ix\

» .

cations for each student 1a5eled as handigapped. Theffegﬁlatinns list and \\\\n

define those conditions that are consideréd handicapping:

. . .the term "handicapped children' means those children
evaluated in accordance with sections 300.530-300.534 as
being mentally retarded, hard of héaring, deaf, speech
impaired, visually handicapped, seriously emotionally
disturbed, orthopedically impaired, other health impaired,
deaf~-blind, multi-handicapped, or as having specific
learning disabilities, who because of those impairments

need special education and-related services.
‘ . o

-

o ? | (Seco 300.5) Ve

Each term is further defined in terms\pf impeding educational performance.
Whilg disability means lack of a certain ability or capacity, a handicap involves
a disadvantage or penalty. Therefore, not all disabled youngsters are consideréd
handicapped, only those whose impairments hamper them enough totwarrant’special
education. For inétance, a hearing impaired student uging a hearing aid may over-
come: this handicap with no néed for any further special provisions. .IEPs are
required only for-those students who need specialized.programming to benefit frém
this schooling experience.

The. regulations define special education as

. . .specially designed instruction, at no cost to the’
parent, to meet the unique needs of a handicapped child,
including classroom instruction, instructien.in physical
education, home instruction, and instruction in hospitals

and institutions.

kSec. 300,14 (a) (1)) o

1Yy

- e B a s s - €
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With reference to special education, the regulations further state

the following:

&he term also includes vo:ational educatibn if it .
tonsists of specially designed instruction, at'no,cost to
tie parents, to meet the unique needs of a handlcapped child

)

*

(Sec.d300m14(a)(3))

Vocational education includes industrial arts, consumerism, home economics,
- & : o~
{..

and other organized education programs designed .to lead to émployment or a |

higher degree.
The concept of special education is particularly important since

3

students are not considered handicapped under these regulations unless their

impairments are severe enough to' warrant special'education. The need for
. i
R .
special instruction arises, not because of a label or category of handicapping

® 4

condition, but because of special educational needs. An IFEP must be written

’

regardless of the severity of the ‘handicap as long as the student is decmpd

eligible to receive services; however, this specially designed instructjon.may
not involve the student's entire educational program. v 1Y
For instance, Steve is a high school student of average intelligence ' J
23 '

who is in a wheelchair bEEause he is'ﬁaraplegic and cannot use his legs+—-~
Except for acce;s conS%derations, some special adaptations in his industrial
arts shop and science lab, and an adaptive phy31ca£ education program, Steve
requires no further specialized instruction in his academic subjects. On
the other.hand, Sue is an emotionally handi:apped seventh grader who attends
a half day special program and requires special behavioral objettives in all
of her atademic classes. 1In both cases, the IEFP objectives reflect special
educational needs but Sue's IEP will be more comprehensive than Steve's.

The success of the s%ecialized instruction may be dependent upon related

services.

‘.

2U
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As used in this part, the term "related services'
means transportation and such deve10pmentél, corrective, .
and other supportive services as are required to assist
a handicapped child to benefit from special education, __,

and includes speech pathology and =udiology, psychologi- . .
cal services, physical and occupational therapy, recrea-’
, | tion, early identification and assessment of disabilities
in children, counseling services, and medical services
for didgnostic or evaluation purposes. The term also
includes school health services, social work services in
schools, and parent counseling and training. '

(1977 Regulations, Sec. 300.13(a))

Every handiéapped'child receiving épecial education had to have -a
written IEP by October 1, 1977 when the rules and'regulations were first

:published. Now an IEP. . «

. '+ .must be in effect before special education and related
services are provided to a child:

(1977 Regulations, Sec. 300.342(b)(1))

and it must be implemented as soon as possible after the required meetings.
The IEP Interpretation describes the phrase "to be in effect" as meaning

that the IEP has been developed properly, is regarded to be appropriate by

both parents and public agency, and will.be implemented as written. These

guidelines are attempts to insure that sufficient planning will precede
the delivery of special education services, vet no undue delay will hinder
the provision of an appropriate education for handicapped youngsters.

"

To summarize--a héndicapped person is one who requires special educa-
tion and related services; special education is specially designed-instruc—
tion to meet individual needs; related services are those supports needed

for a handicapped person to benefit from special education; and an IEP nust

' be appropriately written before these special services begin.

Activities

v e e v——

1. How many handicapped people have you ever met? How many of your

friends ane handicapped? 1t may be interesiing and” instructive



- Zo Zzz.sk a handicapped person to visit your class.

2. ﬁ disability <4 an imoained ability on the Lack of ability to'
do centain tasks, use ceniiin pan;éoﬁ the bedy, on perform centain
bodily functions. A handicap involves the interaction 0f & dééabii:
ity w;',th the environment; thus, some'disabilities onky become’
handicaps Lin certain biiuaxxopA. Discuss the "six-hour handicap”,
that is, the disability which only becomes a handicap‘az schook.
Give Zxampteé of such handicaps and possible causes of the .

* phenomenon. ’ ‘

3. Most onthopédic'impainme@ta and many hedﬁt@ Lmpairments can be )

seen; that 4is, they are visibla. Name several. "invisible handicaps.”
4. What nelated services are ayauabze, in your Achook distrdict on
¢ counig? (that problems in providing related senvices might nesult
gnom a school district that 48 very small? gnom one that 4s very

[

.. lange? from a nwral districd?

P 7

Responsibility and Accountability ' '

" Beginning Septgmber 1, 1978, a free, appropriate public education could
no longer be denied to school-aged handicapped childreﬁ, according to P. L.
94-142. By the beginhing of school year 1980-81, this ;ight was extended
to handicapped individuals aged 3-5 agp 18-21 in states provfding an equcati;n
for nonhandicapped youngster; in this expanded age bracket. -The right to
an appropriate education involves apgropriate placement and instruction,
and the mechanism for defining this right is the IEP. This right does not
dictate that all handicapped students will be taught individually nor in the
mainstream of the regular classroom; rather, the inte;t of the IEP is to

establish clear management procedures for educating handicapped students in

the least restrictive setting so that appropriate goals may be achieved.
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The ultimate responsibility for compliance with the regulations rests

with the State Education Agency (SEA) which must insure that each publicg
0, .

.~

.- agency develops and implements an IEP for each of its handicapped students.
In cases in which the appropriate placement of a student is in a private

school or facility, the public agency is still responsible for initiating

Ca

and conducting a meeting to develop the student's IFP before private

’ -

- services begin, even if the private facility plans to implement the program.

a

Stale agencies are reépon;ible for ensuring that an IﬁP is developed

and iwmplemented for each handigapped studént enrolled in a private or paro-
chial facility who rgceives ;pecial education and related sg?vices from a
public agency.

If a student is placed out of state, the %éﬁe.;tate is responsible for
writing ;he student's IEP and ensuring that it is implemeﬂ%ed; The respon~
* sibilities of the "receiving" state and its effected facilities must be v
specified in an agreement.between the agencies involved in the twg states.
To be ig compliance with the IEP regulatioqs, the public agency must

e .

1) provide an appropriate placement for each handicapped student based on

the decisions of a multidisciplinary team gnd their ;ondiscgiminatory evaluation

data, 2) ensure that a team of professionals and parents write an IEP before

each handicapped studeﬁt is place¢, 3) monitor the progress of’%hg student, and

4) review the IEP with parental participation at least annually and make

revisions when appropriate. ‘

The IEP.is not a legally binding confracq and the regulations contain

a straigﬂtforward protective ciause to safeguard the agencyégnd its personnel

when projected goals agd objectives are not accomplished. Educators are
‘gexpected to atfempr in good faith to assist students in achieving the pro-

jected goals and p:rents are guaranteed the right to a due process hearing

if they feel a seri us effort, is not being made.
hY

Q ) ‘ 2'j
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. Each public agency musi provide special education and >
. related services to a handicapped child in accordance with an
individualized educat.i>n program. However, Part B of the
Act does not require that any agency, teacher, or other
person be held accountable if a child does not achieve the
growth projected in the. annual goals and objectives.

\ Comment. This section is intended to relieve ¢oncerns
that the individualized education program constitutes a .
guarantee by the public agency and the teacher that a child
will progress at a spgecified rate. However, thls section
does not relieve agencies and t=achers’ from making good
faith efforts to assist the child in achieving the objec-
tives and goals listed in the individualized education
program, Further, the section does not limit a parent s
right to complain and ask for revisions of the child's
’ / program, or to invoke due process procedures, if the parent,

. , feels that efforts are not being made.

(1977 Regulations; Sec. 300.349)

The SEA has a legal and ethical responsibility'to help prepare teachers to
educate the handicapped, including the development of such skills as {
writing IEP objectives. The SEA is required under P. L. 94-l42_to write an
annual proéram plan which includes a'description of programs for the develop-

ment and implementation of a comprehensive system for personnel development.

: H
This means that the SEA must annually assess needs of personnel involved with

leducating handicapped learners, provide inservice training‘for those personnel,

.. insure that all personnel so involved are qualified to provide special and

L4

‘ related servides, and disseminate releé¥ant information to teachers and admin-

istrators of programs for:handicapped children.

Each annual program plan must provide that the State

educational agency insures that ongoing inservice training
' programs are available to all personnel who are engaged in

the education of handicapped children, and that these pro-
grams include: °

(1) The use of incentives which 3nsure participatlon
by teachers (such as released time, payment for participation,
options for academic credit, salary step credit, certifica-
tion renewal, or updating professional skills);

(2) The involvement ‘of local staff; and

(3) The use of innovative practices which have been
found to be effective.

]

) E (1977 Regulations, Sec. 300.382(e)
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. Activities - | - S

4

1. Some clrss memberns might want £o call op write tﬁe §tate Depart-
- .ment of Public Instruetion o §ind au,t‘ more about the SEA'A ' :
annual. progham pkan on Camp}zehemwe System 0§ Pe/vsgnnei Deve&iap-
memf/ (CSPD), #he incentives Med by thé SEA to-involve Zacaz |
stagd An Lnsenvice t)mmng programs, and Lnnovetive~practices that

arne beding shared.

2., 1n onder to make neasonable negernals, readens nu,ght wans to Learn
the charactenistics of ku.aws hand«ccappwg cand,cuaws. The
National sttutui:e, 0§ HeaLth pubwm a senies of pamphlets ca!:@ed

- "Hope thiough ReAea)zch" which &%gduce a variety of exceptional -
ities. Tny to match the handicapping conditions on the next page wizth
thein definitions, then wnite the National Institute of Health,
éethuda, Maryland 20014, 4§ you wish more information.
. s

\

Referral of Students to the School-Babed Committee

The IEP process begins after a child is referred to a group of individuals

responsible faf making educational decisions about students aad that child is
determined to be handicapped. The regulations describe tivo groups who bear
this responsibility: the multidisciplinary evaluation. team and the IEP team,

-

R both of which are usually encompassed by a gtanding school based committee.
hd g

The school based committeé is referred toﬁby various names, such as the
screening team, multidisciplinary team, speégal service§'committee, child
study team, or placement team. Regardless of the rubric attachedﬂ the
‘committee serves vital coordination and'communication'functions‘among class-
room teachers, special educators, studenté; adminis@ratérs, counselors,

parents, evaluators and other support personnel. The committee should have

permanent and temporary members.and should schedule regular meeting times,

v 2;) ‘

\
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: AN ARSI A AR A A Y

AAAAAAASAA
A. arthritis I. mental retardation_ Q. autism
‘B. . hyperattjivity . J. gifted R. aphasia.
C. 'scoliosis - . K. catatonia 8. cerebral palsy
D. diabetes . L. cystic fibrosis T... cleft 1lip
L. . dyslexia - M, multihandicapped- u. hydrocephalus
F, acalculia N. Down's syndrome V. spina bifida -
G. % cretenism 0. orthopedic handicap W. muscular dystrophy )
H. asthma : P. hemophilia , X. epilepsy *
“ L "- ‘ S . , 7 J
1. An individual who -possesses unusually high ability.
. 2.: Having a physical or 'sensory handicap plus one or-more additional
handicaps. '
3., A serious hereditary disorder:in which the blood fails to clot. °
~4, A condition affecting the joint's and muscles, causing pain, stiff-
ness, and inflamation. ' e s
-5, Abnormal concentration of sugar in the blood and urine. :
6. A disorder of the central nervous system, characterized by sudden
. periodic lapses of consciousness. " .
7. A split or opening in the upper lip. '
. -8, A labored wheezing breathing. .
9. - Behavior characterized by abnormal, excessive activity or movement.
____10. Condition which results in impaired reading ability.
___ 11, Significantly subaverage general intellectual furctioning manifested
during the dqyelopmental-period,.@oncurrently with impaired adaptive
behavior. ' ) . .
____12. Congenital defect marked by chromosomal abnormality, mental .retarda-
tion; and usually some degree of physical “deformity.
13, A severe disorder of communication and behavior beginning in-chil-
dren, also called infantile schizophrenia. ‘
14. A disabling condition caused By physical impairments.
15. A non-progressive disorder of movement or coordination caused by
-cerebral defect or injury. . .
___16. K& congenital cleft of the spine which often allows protrusion of the
spinal cord. . .
17. A lateral or side to side curvature of the spine in the shape of an
elongated letter S. o . .
I 18. A form of mental illness characterized by a trance-like stupor.
7 19.  Abnormal condition in which there is excess fluid in or arcund the
brain causing enlargement of the head. N -
___20. Inability to do simple arithmetic calculations. N
"21." Inability to produce or comprchend languagg. . .
22. Mental retardation resulting from a thyroid deficiency characterized
by thick, dry skin, roundness of face, hoarsenes’s of voice, list-
lessness, and dullness. T o
23, A diseasc affecting most mucous glands in the body, causing bodily’
secretions to become sticky, obstructing body functions and causing
a deterioration of body organs. o
24 A hereditary-disorder that causes.a loss of vitality and progressive
deterioration of the body.
PR ¢ ¢ ¢ ‘ . ’ : .Mt.flz “1eT
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probably semimonthly, depending upon the size of the school's student .

¥

population. - .

, The permanent members should include someone knowledgeable about the
suspected disabilities (e g., the special education teacher or supervisor),
someone who can interpret evaluation data’ (e.g., a school psychologist or
licensed evaluator), and someone familiar with placement options (e.g.,
. the counselor and principal). 1In addition” temporary members should serve
- on the committee as the need arises. These members might include a represen-c
tative from the IEP team when these memcers-have been appointed, the student’s
teachers, therapis 5, an interpreter, or the person who referred the student.

Responsibilit.es of the committee should be shared by 1ndividuals to’
expedite the process and help meetings;run smoothly and efficiently. A
possible delegation of tasks is deScribed in Figure 1.

Figure 1

<

Responsibilities of the School Based Committee

1

Member ’ Responsibility
3 ‘- . ) -
Counselor _ & * " Chairperson; communicates with parents
» and students.
Administrator Accepts referrals and presents them at
’ meetings; records minutes.

Evaluator(s) ! Evaluates the student and interprets data.
. 2 ' .
Supervisor, Communicates with community agencies and

’ others to gather additional data when
needed.
Special Educator Communicates with classroom teachers to

gather additional data when needed; some-
times evaluates the student and interprets
' : - data; serves as liaison to the IEP team
(either an administrator, counselor, or
supervisor must also serve on the IEP team;
the evaluator must serve on the IEP team

_ when the student is initially placed); pro-
» vides appropriate feedback to the refe.rer.

Temporary Members Situation specific.

n emns e A vt wmame eat - amewm e s eerewe N e LG GEw L immemandeamse e i Se s el w Tl e AtT LM ae Caclamma s e MR mrai ChtRAAmI L L n o asan S e sae s D Geidadear
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The schooi gased committee chéirperson might be in a good position to
offer guidan;e‘to the team and to help coordinate the roles of team members.
_The special educafion supervisor could provide skill hierarchies, behaviSr
checklists (sociél-emotional, academic, and'psycho-motor behaviors), com-
petency lists, and alternative curriculai£o aid teachers in writing IEP
objectives. The supervisor'and aduinistrator could be instrumental in

4

implementing the IEP by providing support for the special education staff

-

and encouragement for special/classtoom teacher communicétipns. ' g

A referral might be made to this J;am by anyone (e.g., parent, teacher,
counselor) who is familiar with a student'g special needs and desirés a
formal evaluation of the student. The team should encourage teachers to use

[N

this option when it is éppropriatg, by providing straightforward referral forms
and an outline of the t;am's process so the person initiating the referral
will know when to expec; feedback about the referral and will be kept in-
formed about the geém's progregs. The more expeditious the process, the

sooner the student will receive appropriate services. A sample flowchart of
pos;ible procedures for the school based committee is found in Figure 2.

In this flowchart the referrer (typically a teacher) has three avenues
for receiving information from the committee: 1) the school based committee
reviews the referral and determines that more information is needed to
justify evaluating.the student or offers suggestions for alternative means of
dealing with the problem; 2) the referral is determined to warrant formal
investigation, the evaluators conduct an individual evaluation, the committee
decides not to classify the student as handicapped, and the referrer is
notified of the available alternatives as soon as possible; or 3) after

the referral, evaluation, and determination that the student is handicapped,

an IEP is developed and the referrer is probably requested to serve on the
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o . Figure 2

Flow of Information for Initial Referrals

- Teacher, counselor, parent or other.referref
completes the appropriate referral form(s).

N, 3
If no School based com-
. #—-—- evaluation L&-—- mittee reviews -
- is needed, referrals at '
regular intervals.
The referrer
is notified
of available o .
alternatives,
including the Ak;
possibility
of submitting If consent If formal evaluation
additional ' is not ¥—1is needed, parental
information obtained, consent is sought.
and documen- i
tation.
~— The referrer
is notified
. of the deci-
If the stu- If consent is ob- sion and is
dent 1s not ; tained, a full and likely to be
classified | individual evalua- asked to
as handi- tion is conducted. serve on the
capped, 1EP team. i

If the student is ‘ 4

determined to be
handicapped and in
need of special
education, the IEP
team must meet
within 30 days to
develop an IEP.

29
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IEP team. This team must meet within 30 days of the determination that
the student needs special education and ;elated services, and the IEP must
be completed before spesialusetv£qgs begin. |

The referral form should be based upon information that is readily
availabtle to classroom teachers and should require minimal time for collecting
records and background data. The referral process must not be the hurdle
that discourages teachers from referring students in need of help; however,
teachers should not be encouraged to refer every problem student without
first taking steps to ameliorate the adverse situation.

Careful scresning for evaluation is need&d to misimize the number of
students who are formally evaluated and subseqssntly'determined to have no
handicap. This screening process will help reduce the numbers of students
who are waiting to be evaluated. This waiting list can get very long,

’

especially when too many students sre referred without proper screening.

One way to expedite the’referral process while incorporating screening
devices is to use a well-constructed referral form that is easily completed |
and clearly delineates the steps the referrer has taken to resolve the
problem. The sample referral form in Figure 3, which can be used at any
grade ievel, could quickly be completed; however, the last section asks
what the referrer has dune to deal with the situation, implying that several
steps have been taken to help the student. Depending upon the situation,
resources available, and type of referral, some schools might require a minimum
number of actions by the referrer as a screening device or specific sctions
may be deemed requisite to formal evaluation. Additional information (sce
Figure L) may bs required for referral of younger children.

When the referral is made, the school based committee must decide

whether further evaluation is necessary. If so, they must give parents

notice of their intentions. Some states also require parental notification

34
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Figure 3 ' ‘ .

Request for Evaluation Services-~Part One
Referral Form for Grades K-12

Referred By: Position: ~ Date:

Relationship with Student:

Student's Name: D.0.B.: ) Age:

Grade in School: Course Grades this-Year:

o

i3

°

Parents/Guardians: ° . Phone: . )

Address: . ) .
/ v

Reason for Referral:

]
. .

Problem Area(s): DAcademic l:] Social-Emotional Behavior El Physical
[ ] Speech/Language [ ] Vision [_]Motor [ _]Medical/Health [ ] Perceptual

[[C] Hearing [_] Other

What has been the nature of pare;xtal involvement in dealing with this situa-

tion?

What actions have been taken to deal with this situation? [] vrow Grades

[] Tutor D Special Help Sessions [__| Special Testing
[] parents Called [ ] special Books/Materials [[] conference with Student
[ ] Time-out D Detention | | Reported to Guidance [ ] Reported to Office

[ ] conference with Parents [:l Special Professional Help

[] other/Comments

31
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Figure 4

Request fdr Evaluation Services~--Part two
Referral Form for Grades K-4

Student's Name: Referred By:

Directions: The following checklists are designed to help structure your
thinking &hout the academic, motoric, and social/emotional development of
the student you are referring. This information will be valuable to the
team who will decide whether the student needs further evaluation and will
help build your case. It was decided that you are in the best situation
to observe the child to obtain this information; therefore, you are asked
to check all areas of concern that apply to the student referred.

Academic Achievement

Reading (present level ) Arithmetic (present level )
Reading comprehension Number concepts

Word attack skills Counting

Reading speed Arithmetic symbols :

Grammar Computation (Circle: + - x + )
Alphabet Telling time

Vocabulary Fractional numbers

Spelling Concept of monetaty values

Verbal Skills Word problems

Listening Geometric concepts

Writing Skills Measurement

Gross Motor Skills Fine Motor Skills

Nonambulatory : Cannot cut with scissors

Ambulatory with aides
Lacks coordination
Hopping

Skipping

Ball throwing skills
Ball catching skills

Cannot trace objects

Cannot color within lines
Manipulation of small objects
Handwriting

Copying skills

Drawing ability

RENRRR
[THTT T

Social-Emotional Behavio;

Introverted, shy, withdrawn ____‘Aggressive, acting out
Dependent upon adults ____ Poor peer relationships
Cannot work independently Cannot work in a group
Lethargic ' Overactive

Lack of motivation Short attention span
Signs of anxiety Distractability

Demands attention

Poor relationships with adults
Poor memory

Poor self-help skills

Easily confused or upset
Low self-concept
Age-inappropriate behavior
Lacks self-control

INRRERRRRY
NERRRRN
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when the referral is made, but this is not a federal feﬁuirement.

Notice. ‘Written notice which meets the requirements ; 7
under Sec. 300.505 must be given to the parents of a
handicapped child a recasonable time before the public
agency: )

(1) Proposgs to initiate or change the identification,
evaluation, -or educational pla:ement of a child or the pro-
vision of a free appropriate public education to the child,

‘ or

(2) Refuses to initiate or change the identification,
evaluation, or educational placement of the child or the pro-
vision of a free appropriate public education to the child.

(1977 Regulations, Sec. 300.504(a))

There are three occasions when the parents must be given prior notice--
) ’ €
two listed above and for the IEP team meeting, to be discussed in a later
section. The content of such notices is detailed in the regulatioms ,

(Sec. 300.345 and Sec. 300.505). Basically, the notice must.explain all

. procedural safeguards available to parents and describe the agency's pro-

posed actions, rationale for the action, and evaluation procedures.
Notices and requests for consent might be alarming or confusing to some
parents; therefore, the agency should be sensitive to this possibilacty and

plan conferences or phone conversations with parents as needed.

Activities

1. 1§ you are cwwently teaching, tny making a mock refernal fon a
student with whom you have been experiencing some difficulty.
Discuss with othens the following {ssues: a) what screendng
devices on comnective/nemedial methods had you used prion to'/th'e
formal nefernal? b) does everyone agree that you had done“ every-
thing that should be expected of a teacher to thy %o deal with the
situation? c¢) what do you feel would be the decision of the schook
based committee about this student? d) when would you expect to
neceive feedback §rom this nefernal? e) how might you assernt

34
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' 57.
y.owa night gon feedback grom the c;ommi,ttee within a neasonable time
perdiod? | |

‘Look at the £ist of 5amows~ people below and see if you would have
nefenred t;zem if they had. been 4in yéwa clask. These are people of
g)cea,t.‘abx',utg, éach of whom also has & di;sabi&,ty. Can you mateh the’
people with their \diéabMeA? Th,os quiz was taken g\én part §rom

the Novemben, 1981, DSS-PATCH, Disabled Student News, volume Z,

California S/ta:te University, Chico, California. '

1. _[Franklin D. Roosevelt . a. Learnding Disability
2. Beethoven
T 3. Nelson Rockefellen b. Visually Impainred
— . 4, Stevie Wonder
5. Jim Nabons ' ¢. Wheelehain Bound
6. Tony Onlando
7. Lew Fewrigno, "The Hutk" d. Hearing Impaired
§. Patrnicia Neal
T <9, Many Tylen Moone e. Mental Disability
10, Pablo Casals (cellist]
—__11. Rosalind Russell §. Mobitity Impained
12. Ray Charnles
—13. Herve Villechaize,"Tatoo" g. Stroke
14, Joseph Pulitzer '
—_ 15, Theodore Roosevelt " h. Severe Asthma
T 161 1da McKinkey (wife of ,
President William McKinley
17, Thomas A, Edison . Lo Mthnitis
18, Albent Einstedin
— 19, John Eart §. Ddiabetes &
20, José Felicianno '
21, AL Capp k., Dwanrg
722, James Thurber :
23, EfLen Glasgow (authoress) L. Epilepsy
24, 1tzhak Perfman (vio&inist)
— 25, Fanny Crosby (hymn writer) m. Emotional Disordens
ANSWERS :

q ‘sz § vz P ‘w€s 92z ¥ 12
g0z 9§96l v gL pLL T 9L 9y tsL 9wl 3 el G el
Yy y%01 fe B3 prL 29 y's a9y Ve Py P
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The Multidisziplinary Approcch to Evaluation '*\ T . &

The multidisciplinary evaluation team has respoasibility for conducting

, and interpreting the assessment of the student. Just as no single individual

may make educational décisions for the student, no single procedure may be

used as the sole criterion for making those decisions. Tbke evaluation team
4 o . y ’

q
mus t . M

Draw upon information from a variety of sources, Y
including aptitude and achievement tests, teacher recom-
mendations, physical condition, sociak or cultural back-
ground, and adaptive behavior. . . Uﬁd_“__q

!--t.: i * -
. (1977 Regulations, Sec. 300.533(a)(1))

Comment. Paragraph (a) (1) includes a list of examples
of sources that may be used by a public agency in making
placement decisions. The agency would not have to use all
the sources in every instance. The point of the require-
ment is to insure that more than one source 1s used in
interpreting evaluation data and making placement decisions.

Parents must be notified before the evaluation or, if .the student is
being referred for the first time, parental consent to conduct the preplace-
ment evaluation is required. There are only two occasions that require

"parental consent.

Consenﬁl (1) Parsntal consent must be obtained be-
fore: .

(1) Conducting a preplacement evaluation; and
_ (ii) Initial placement of a handicapped child in
a program providing special education and related ser-
vices.
(2) Except for preplacement evaluation and initial
placement, consent may not be required as a condition
of any benefit to the parent or child.

(1977 Regulations, Sec. 300.504(b))

At this time, a parental conference for clarifying the sqhool's
intentions and for assauging anxieties might also be beneficial. If
consent is not granted, state procedures govern the public agency in over-

riding the parent's refusal; if there is not state law governing this issue,

the agency may initiate due process hearing procedures as described in

- 39



the regulations (Sec. 300.506-Sec. 300.513).

I1f the parents do aéree to the'preplacement é&aluation, the regulations
specify the procedures (Sec. 300.530-Sec. 300.532). A paraphrase of these
procedures follows: 1) a full and individual evaluation of the student's
educational needs must be conducted before initial placement  of a handicapped
youngster in a special education program; 2) testing and evaluation materials
are selected and administered so as nbt to be racially or cultarally disérim-
inatory; 3) the evaluation is administered in the sfgdent's native language
or other mode of communication; &) tests are validated for the purpose used
and administered by trained personnel; 3) the test results. accurately re-
flect the student's aptitude, échieveme&t level, or whatever the test_purports
to measure; 6) no single procedufe is used as tbesolecmiterion for making
decisions about the student; 7) the student is .assessed in all areas related
to the suépected disability; and 8) the evaluation i made by a multi-
disciplinary group of persons, including at least one teacher or other special-
ist with knowledge of the suspected handicap.

$pecial education teachers may have minimal input into the evaluation
procedure or may be responsible for most of the testing. Classroom teachers
might offer valuablg evaluation data to the multidisciplinary team, including.
recommendation§ based upon observations, anecdotal records, teacher-made and
standardized tegéaf The evaluation battery should include testing for aptitude,
achievement, and adéptive behavior, plus other specialized testing in areas
related to the suspecté& disability. The evaluation data as interpreted by
the multidisciplinary team will be used by the school based committee and IEP
team to make programmatic and placement decisions about the student who was
referred. The data may help to determine that the student is not handicapped,

in which case informatioﬁ and alternatives should be related to the referrer

as soon as possible. Classroom performance data should be brought to the

3t
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w . ’ . . .
school based committee meeting and presented as a valuable part of the multi-
. . P *

disciplingry evaluation. -Teachers should ‘assert their right to this input and

s

to prompt feedback froﬁ‘referrals. ‘ ' {
Activities .

1. Sakly is a fouwrth grader with a specific Learning problem mani fested
in the inability to head. A paper-and-pencil teat“(which she coutd
not nead) detenmined that hen inzekzigence was considerably below
average; thenefonre, she was Lnappropriately placed 4in a class gorn -
educable mentally retanded students. What are other exanmples of
how centain tests might unfairly discriminate against handicapped
students? |

2. 1§ éou would Like to sece a test that was taken §rom the Black
,expenience and intended %o be cultuwrally biased, get a copy of the
"Black Intelligence Test of Cultural Homogeneity grom your school's
standarndized test Librany on wnite to the authon Dﬁ. Robent L.
Williams, R, Willioms & Assac.; 6372 Delmar-ﬁpulevard, St. Louts,
Missouni  63130. This 48 an eﬁampﬁe of cne way in which tests can

unfairly discriminate against students.

The IEP Team Meetiung

At the beginning of each academic year, the nublic agency must have an

IEP in effect for every handicapped student served by the agency.

Each public agency is responsible for initiating
and conducting meetings for the purpose of developing,
reviewing, and revising a handicapped child's individual-
ized education program.

(1977 Regulations, Sec300.343(a))

Timelines. After the school-based committee determines that a student

is handicapped, it must give eituer written or oral notice to the parents
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of the impending IEP meeting and solicit their attendance. Parents~should
also be informed of the student's right to attend the meeting. The notice
they.are sent must indicate the purpose, time, and location of the meeting,
and who will be in &attendance. |

To ensure that there will be no significant de1a§ between the time newly

referred students are evaluated and the time when they begin to receive spe-

cial education, an IEP meeting. . .

. . .must be held within thHirty calendar days of a
determination that the child needs special education
and related serviees.

3

(1977 Regulations, Sec. 300.343(c))

The IEP cannot always be cémpleted in one.meeting of the IEP team;
however, an efficient process is essential since the IEP must be completed
before special education and related services can be provided for the stu-

dent. According to the IEP Interpretation,

The appropriate placement for a given handicapped child
cannot be determined until aftér decisions have been .
made about what the child's needs are and what will be v
provided. Since these decisions are made at the IEP
meeting, it would not be permissible to first place
the child and then develop the IEP. Therefore, the
IEP must be developed before placement.

(IEP Interpretati%n, Page 5464)?—

If the IEP process is not completed at the initial meeting, the team leader

should plan the follow-up meeting while the team members are still assembled.
It is expected that a handicapped student's IEP will be implemented as

soon as possible, generally with no delay, following the IEP meeting. Two

exceptions are noted:

(1) when the meetings occur during the summer or a
vacation period, or (2) where there are circumstances
which require a short delay (e.g., working out trans-
portation arrangements). However, there can be no

‘ undue delay in providing special education and related
services to the child.

(1977 Regulations, Sec. 300.342 Comment)
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After the initial placement of a » wdent, an I;l must be in effect at
the beginning of every school year. According to the IEP Interpretation,

this meéns that the IEP *

(1) has been developed properly (i.e. at a meeting(s)
involving all of the participants specified in the
Act. . .3 _ y

(2) is regarded by both parents and agency as appro- .
priate in terms of the child's needs, specified goals
and objectives, and the services to be provided; and

(3) will be implemented as written.
' (IEP Interpretation, Page 5464)

After the IEP is implemented, the m?st likely person to initiate an
IEP meetiég is the tea?hef--speéial educator or classroom teacher--but a
meeting may also be requested by the student's parents. Parents have the
right to ask for a review of the child's progress, to ask for revisions in
the IEP, and to ?nvoke due process procedures if they feel a good faith effort
is not being made to achieve the goals specified in the IEP.

The statute requires agencies to hold a meeting at least once each year.ﬁ
to review the IEP and revise itaif necessary. . The timing of these meetings is
left to the discretion of the agency, as long as the IEP ié in effect .at the

-

beginning of each school year.

Review. Each public agency shall initiate and con-
duct meetings to periodically review each child's individ-
ualized education ptogram and ig»appropriate revise its
provisions. A meeting must be held for this purpase at
least once a'year; ) ' :

(1977 Regulations, Sec. 300.343(d))

Since .the IEP must be in effect at the beginning of the school year, the
meeting might best be held at the end of each year or in the summer. This
would allow the special educator to begin services at the beginning of the

4 %4

school year without the delay of extra paperwork and meetings to plan.

: 34
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. © Activities. Sirnidt adherence %o time&ineé is ernitical to the expeditious

&mbeementation 04 édé 1EP. Howeven, speed of senvice delivery should not de-'
thact §rom the quality of the educational Jprogran which is developed. D&Acuba
possible situations in which compliance with the 1EP nequinement lon "the:
Retten of the Law"), m&ght not neéuit in a pnaduct which 4is uA@5u£ to the. Am-
pLementens of IEPA and benegicial to students ("the spinit of the KaW")

Composition of the team. The 1977 regulations list the following as the

°

. required participanto in the IEP meeting: ' .

. (1) A representative of the public agency, other
than the child's teacher, who ‘is qualified to provide,
or supervise the provision of, special education.

(2) The child's teacher.

(3) One or both of the child's parents, subJect ¥
to Sec. 300.345,

(4) The child, where appropriate.

(5) Other individuals at the discretion of the
parent or agency. ’

-

(Sec. 300.344(a))

-

P. L. 94-142 encourages the theory that parents should be actively in-
volved in planning their children's education; therefore, the IEP :ceam brings
together specialists, generalists,-and laygeroons to address the pniqﬁe neods
of the student. There is considerabie flexibilitx in choosing appropriate

. 13
team members; however, the IEP Interpretation offers some guidelines:

The "representative of the public agency' could
be any member of the school staff, other than the
child's teacher, who is ''qualified to provide, or
supervise the provision of, specially designed in-~
struction to meet the unique needs of handicapped
children.'

Each State or local agency may determine which
specific staff member will serve as the agency
representative. However, the representative should
be able to ensure that whatever services are set out
in the IEP will actually be provided and that the
IEP will not be vetoed at a higher administrative
level within the agency.

(IEP Interpretation, Page 5466)
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The public agency representative or special education teacher is most likely

}o be the IEP team leader. With regard to the critical time factor involved in
the-bureaucracy of educéting haﬁdicappéd sgudeﬁts, local and state administrators
play significant roles. At tﬂe building level, édministra;ors and IEP team
leaders should help the teachers involved use their IEP team meeting time effi-
?biently so that the process becomes a facilitator of§service delivery rather:
- than a hindrance or waste of gime. Providing good leadership, lucid job descrip-
tions for special educators and others involved in the IEP process, positive ‘and
supportive at?itudeg, released time for added auties, and inservice help for
writing IEPs are all essential functions of the principal.

| The student's teacher, as an iEP team member, is usuaily the person with
4 primary responsibility for implementing the IEé. If the student has only one
teacher, this peréon would serve on the team and another agency representative
would also be needed as a team member. At the elemgntary school level, tﬁe

student's classroom teachgr and special education teacher are likely

/ :
to serve as the teacher representatives. A?/ the secondary level,
if the student has several Flassroom teachgr;, only one must attend. More
may attend at the option of the LEA, but meet#ngs work best that are not too \
large. Teaéhgrs that are implicated by the IEP should be allowed to at least
provide input for the meeting and shoulqﬁbe/informed about the IEP or given a

copy. For students in both special and rqéular classes, the IEP Interpretation

suggests the following:

In general, the teacher at the IEP meeting should be
the child's special education:teacher. At the option of
the agency or the parent, the child's regular teacher
might also attend. If the regular teacher does not at+
tend, the agency should either provide the regular teacher
with a copy of the IEP or inform the regular teacher of
its contents. Moreover, the agency should insure that the
special education teacher,: or other appropriate support
. person, is able, where necessary, to consult with and be a
resource to the child's regular teacher.

(1IEP Interpretation, Page 5466)

@ o 4




35

For a student who has recently been ideptified as handicapped and-is receiv%ng
spécial education for the first time, tﬁe teacher representative could be the
classroom or special teacher; however, at least one team member must be quali-
fied in the.area of the student's disability.

"Parent" is defined in the 1977 regulations (Sec. 300.514) as a legal
parent, a guardian, a person a;ting as a parent with whom‘the youngster lives
and who ié legally responsible for the child, or a surrogate parent. A person is
appointed to represent the child's eJucationallinterests when he is a ward of theJ
state. The regulations make no moQification of parents' rights when their chil-

dren reach the age of majérity. The regulations strongly encourage barent partic-

ipation in the IEP meeting:

Each public agency shall take steps to insure that one
or both of the parents of the handicapped child are present
at each meeting or are afforded the opportunity to partici-
pate, including:

(1) Notifying parents of the meeting early enough to
insure that they will have an opportunity to attend; and

(2) Scheduling the meeting at a mutually agreed upon
time and place. -

(Sec. 300.345 (a))

If neither parent can attend, the agency must try other methods such as
telephone conferences. If it is impossible to obtain parent participation, attempts
to arrange a mutually agreed upon meeting time and place, such as through telephone

calls, correspondence, or home visits, must ve docunicnted. If students are to

attend the meeting, they should be prepared in advance for their involvement,

Generally, a handicapped child should attend the IEP
meeting whenever the parent decides that it is appropriate
for the child to do so. Whenever possible, the agency and
parents should discuss the appropriateness of the child's
participation before a decision is made, in order to help
ihe parents determine whether or not the child's attendance
will be (1) helpful in developing the IEP and/or (2) directly
beneficial to the child.

(1EP Interpretation, Page 5467)

—— .
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The agency might select a coordinatoruor case manager to coordinate the
evaluation procedures, multidisciplinary team, parental participation, and IEP
process. This special educator, counselor, or other school staff mémber may
conduct the IEP meeting. Parents may request the presence of a'friend, doctor,
therapist, or other advocate who would be hélpful in developing the IEP. Al-
though it is not required that related servicegspersonnel attend IEP meetings,

the IEP Interpretation suggests the following for a handicapped student identi-

fied as needing specific related services:

. . .the agency should ensure that a qualified provider
of that service’'either (1) attends the IEP meeting, or

. (2) provides a written recommendation concerning the na-
ture, frequency, and amount of service to be provided to
the child.

{IEP Interpretation, Page 5467)

For students on have been identified as handicapped for the first time,

additional members might be needed, such as a speech pathologist for a student

L4

whose primary handicap is a speech impairment.

* Evaluation personnel. For a handicapped child who has
been evaluated for the first time, the public agency shall
, insure:

' (1) That a member of the evaluation team participates
in the meeting; or

(2) That the representative of the publlc\agency, the
child's teacher, or some other person is present ‘at the
meeting, who is knowledgeable about the evaluation proce-
dures used with the child and is familiar with the results
of the evaluation.

(1977 Regulations, Sec. 300.344 (b))

There are others who are not permitted to attend the IEP neeting.
Under the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) and according

to the TEP Interpretation,

.of ficials of teacher organizations may not attend
! IEP meetings at which personally identifiable informa-
tion from the student's education records may be dis-
cussed--except with the prior written consent of the

parents.

(IEP Interpretation, Page 5467)

(o 44
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Activities. 1. AL the éedondﬁny Level, 4involving the student's classroom

teachens in the TEP meeting may mean 4involving a Large number of peapZ;. What
are the advantages aﬁlpanixcipqzxan in the TEP development by all teachers who
wWALL be Anvolved with mezemenzxng the 1EP? whai are the disadvantages of a
Range 1EP team? How might some of these problems be nesolved and 3Lkl allow
input grom classnoom teachers? ///,//”/
| 2. Jimmy {8 a mildly handicapped ninth grader who has been classified aZ/#/

educable mentally handicapped by the multidisciplinary evaluation team. Nancy

i5 a mone moderately netarded thind grader, classified as rainable mentally

handicapped. Charley 45 an eleventh ghadern who has a specific Learning disa-

bility. Ed is a hearing dmpaired §iwst ghadern and Carolyn 4s a blind senion in

high schook. Which of these handicapped students would most Zikely be encour-

aged to participate as T1EP team members to hekp plan thein own educational pro-

ghams? What factons would help detenmine the appropriateness of student partic-

(pation at the TEP meeting? What actions might enhange the appropriateness of o
such participation?

Functions of the IEP team. The group's functions include developing the

IEP, determining specific plécement of the student (percentage of time in reg-
ular and special programs), specifying the necessary related services needed by
the student, and establishing monitoring procedures for the implementation and
revision of the IEP. The leader of the team or case manager should ascertain
that all members undgrstépdwﬁheir roles and responsibilities.

The teacher(s) should come to the meeting prepared with ideas for the goals
of the IEP based upon data about the student, with possibly a working draft of
the IEP already prepared or a model for writing the IEP. The evaluator(s), for
students new in the program, should be prepared to egplain the evaluation data
to the other team members. Student pa-ticipants may be in aposition to relate

their own nceds, problems and potential to the groups, and, thercfore, may be

44
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active participants. The public agency repiesentative should discuss placement
options and resources available to accommodate the student's needs. The parents
also have ‘the responsibility and right to participate'agtively. It is critical
that the team ledder encourage parental input through conscious efforts to set
a tone for open communications.
When participating as an active member of the IEP committee,

the parent can provide information to other committee members that

will lead to a better understanding of the student 's unique needs

and to appropriate program planning. Such participation can, in

addition, help provide assurance tldt the parent clearly under-

stands the function of the committee. Parental involvement in

the early stages of IEP development will usually result in a

greater degree of cooperation when the IEP is approved and

implemented. (Turnbull, Strickland & Brantly, 1978, p. 129)
Parents must give written consent before the initial placement of the student
in special education. Parental consent for the placement can be obtained at
the IEP meeting.

To interpret evaluation data and to determine appropriate placement, the

public agency shall

. . .Insure that the placement decision is made by a
group of persons, including persons knowledgeable
about the child, the meaning of the evaluation data,

and the placement options. . .

(1977 Regulations, Sec. 300.533(a)(3))

. wm— e - pemd -

Placement options should not be limited to either a sel.-contained special
class or to fulltime placement in regular classes. Rather, the IEP team should
be given alternatives so they can choose the mbst appropriate placement for the

w

student which will best enhance the student's educational program.

Each public agency shall insure that a continuum of
alternative placements is available to meet the needs of
handicapped children for special education and related
services.

(1977 Regulations, Sec. 300.551 (a))

— . —_—

This continuum must include regular and special classes with resource and

itinerant help available, special schools and institutions, and home instruction.

45
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The. preference, however, is the regular class when that placement is appropriate.

Each public agency shall insure:

(1) That to the maximum extent appropriate, handicapped
children, including children in public or private institu- -
tions or other care facilities, are educated with children
o who are not handicapped, and

(2) That special classes, separate schooling or other
removal of handicapped children from the regular educational
environment occurs only when the nature or severity of the
handicap is such that education in regular classes with the
use of supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved
satisfactorily.

<

(1977 Regulations, Sec. 300.550 (b))

All related sgrvices required for the student to benefit from special
education must be listed in the IEP whether they are provided directly by the
agency's own staff or indirectly through contact with another agency or other
érrangement. Any modifications to the regular education progr;m necessary to
insure the student's participation’in that program must also be described in
the pr,e.g., supplementary aids to accommodate physical impairments, modifica-
tions in the physical education program, sSpecial vocational education or labora-
tory ad;ptations.

Activities. Belaw are fwo brief gictitious case studies for an elementary
school gink who has been neferrned for an Lnitial preplacement evaﬁua,t_,éon and §or
a high school boy whose TEP is being neviewed and 'a new anual plan 45 being |
waitten. Fon each student, discuss the followdng questions:

1. 1§ you wene nefenning this é'zudewt what prior actions might you have
taken to help the student?

2. What ane the student's strnengths and weaknesses? What do you know 50 S
farn about the student's current Level of educational performance? .

3, How will the emphases of the two 1EPs diffen? zhe Lengths?

CASE STUDY ONE:

Many B. 44 a sixth ghader at Thaceland ELementary who has been negeaned

to the school based committee by hen teachen, Mr. Black, because of the severe
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diggiculty she expehienceé.ln spelling. She has been tested by the multi- - _[:
disciplinany evaluation team and has been determined to lave a specific Learning -

wdiéabéeity, with spelling achievement below the thind grade Level. She 45 04

average intelligence and Learns best through the auditony mode. Mary will need
special help in spedlling in ondern to succeed in her weakest bubject,'éanguagé onts.

Hen beat subject is math. She 4is eager to Learn and cooperdtive with her teachers.

CASE STUDY TWo:
Kelly R. 45 an educable ﬁentaﬂty handic;pped tenth graden who was heferred
| 1o the schook based committee by the schook counselor when he was in elementary
~40h002. He has neceived special services fon four years and was neevaluated Lasit
yean. Aﬁthouéh Kelly 45 over thnree years below grade expectancy in math achieve-
ment, this {8 his best subject. He 45 weakest 4in neading and Apelling which
cause difficulty in all of his core subject aﬁeaA. He Learns best through the
visual mode. Kelly can present behavioral problems as he 44 5ndétndxed easLLy
and s2A0L fainly immature. Kelly will need help Ln“azz of his academic counses

and in his vocational classes in order to succeed 4in the regular progham.

The Contents of the ILEP

The regulations specify the basic contents for a1l IEPs.
B

The individualized education program for each child
must include:

(a) A statement of the child's present levels of
educational performance;

(b) A statement of annual goals, including: short
term instructional objectives;

(c) A statement of the specific special education
and related services to be provided to the child, and
the extent to which the child will be able to partici-
pate in regular education programs;

(d) The projected dates for initiation of services
and the anticipated duration of the services; and

(e) Appropriate objectives criteria and evaluation
procedures and schedules for determining, on at least an
annual basis, whether the short term instructional objec-
tives are being achieved.

(Sec. 300.346)

4/
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Present performance levels. The child's present levels of educational
performance will—be based primarily upon‘phe multidisciplinary;é&aluation
data and ipput from teachers and parents., The relevant results of the sfandard—.

ized and informal evaluation measures used by the multidisciplinary evaluation
team should be included in this section in térms that are understandable to
teachers, parents and students. The comments by teachers and parents based
upon their observations and experiences witﬁ the child may be written in terms
of strengths and weaknesses or environmeﬁtal influences. Environmental
forces that may ﬂe listed include thbse that aré supportive, constraining, moti-
vating, and frustréging to the student. The student could have valuable input
inte this section by listing his likes and dislikes, hobbies and interests.

This section is particularly useful at the elemenfary school level, wheré
students are learning basic academic skills, often in well-defined hierarchies,'
and basic living skills that can often be developmentally ordered. The per-
formance levels provide baseline data from which goals and objectives can be
determined. These goals will address the special education to be provided the
child; therefore, the levels listed should be those areas of educational per-
formance that relate to the subject areas.which require adaptation of the
special services to be provided. These subject areas and services may
include academic achievement (e.g. reading, spelling, arithmetic or science),
aptitude, adaptive behavior, prevocational and vocational skills, or psycho-
motor development, but is not necessarily limited to nor inclusive of these
areas.

For example, the IEP for a mentally retarded individual is likely to re-
quire all of the components mentioned above. A learning disabled individual
may require only one area of academic achievement to be listed in this section
and, perhaps, prevocational skills and perceptual development. On the other

hand, a student whose primary disability is a severe articulation problem

4



may require an IEP only in the areas of articulation and conversational
~ speech,

The 1EP Interpretation suggests the following guidellines for stating

current levels of performance.

The statement of present levels of educational performaace
will be different for each handicapped child. Thus deter~-
minations about the content of the statement for an.indi-
vidual child are matters that are left to the discretion
of participants in the IEP meetings. However, the follow-
ing are some points which should be taken into account in
writing this part of the IEP.

a. The statement should accurately describe the effect of
the child's handicap on the child's performance in any
area of education that is affected, including (1) aca-

o demic areas (reading, math, communication, etc.) and

(2) non-academic areas (daily life activities, mobility,

etc.). (NOTE--Labels such as "mentally retarded" or

"deaf" could not be used as a substitute for the

: i description of present levels of educational perfor-

N mance. )

b. The stadtement should be written in objective measur-
_ able terms, to the extent possible. Data from the

. child's evaluation would be a good source of such
information. Test scores that are pertinent to

the child's diagnosis might be included, where appro-
priate. However, the scores should be (1) self-
explanatory (i.e., they can be interpreted by all
participants withoutllhg use of test manuals or any
other aids), or (2) an éexplanation stould be in-
cluded. Whatever test results are used should re-
flect the impact of the handicap on the child's
performance. Thus, raw scores would not usually

be sufficient.

s

. c. There should be adirect relationship between the
e present levels of educational performance and the
other components of the IEP., Thus, if the state-
ment describes a problem with the child's reading
level and points to a deficiency in a specific
reading skill, this problem should be addressed
under both (1) goals and objectives, and (2) .
specific special education and related services
to be provided to the child.

1
N

(IEP Interpretation, Page 5470)

¥



43

Activities. Select a handicapped student with whom you are Qpé&ian on
use one of the evaluation neponts provided and determine Zhe Atudeni\Q\weqkeAt

| aneas of functioning. Use any TEP foam, nefer to thebone on pages 61-53\ o
. N

3

sdmply List penfofimance Levels in problem aneas.

CASE STUDY ONE--MARY'S TEST RESULTS:
Inte££iggncé test scores--Venbal 105, Penformance §8, Full scale 97
Soclal maturity--Age equivalent 10-4, Chronological age 12-1

Visual-moton information--Age equivalent 9-7
Achievement scones--Math 5.9, Spelling 2.8, Reference 5.2, Language arts 4.8,,

<

Reading 5.4, Totak 4.1 (Grade equivalents)
Modakity preference--Auditory mode ‘

CASE'STUDV TWO--KELLY'S TESf RESULTS: ‘
Intelligence test Acones--Venbal 68, Perfonmance 72, Full acale 70
Socdiak mwtqméty--Ageaeduivazenz 12-8;.Chnono£ogica£ age 16-4 o
Achievement scones--Math 6.7, Word -necognition 4.4, Reading comprehension 4.0,
' | Spedlling 4.8, Total 5.0 (Grade equivalents)

Modality pneﬁenence--viAuaL‘mode (

Annual goals. The annual goals and instructional objectives in the IEP

provide 1) guidelines for planning, daily, weekly, and monthly instruction; ,

2) a means .for determining whether the student is progressing as anticipated;

3) a mechanism for determining whether the placement and services are appro-

priate to the child's needs; and 4) a degree of protection for the handicapped

child and the child's parents. The parents have the right to help determine '
their child's educational program, to ask for-rgvisions in the IEP, and to have

a due process hearing if they feel a good faith effort is not being made to

achieve the objectives of the IEP. These rights are not intended-to give

parents of handicapped students more rights than those parents of nonhandicapped




. &4
. 1
students, but rather to guarantee equal protection and appropriate eduéational_'
'placement/programming for all students. Some parents will not choose to help
determine eduéational goals and objeétives for their children), but they re-
tain the guarantee that the school will plan and implement appropriate programs.’
The gbals shéuld be broad; perhaps one to three general goals should
’ be written for each subject area that requires specially designed instruction.
The goals should be reaégnable expectations that reflect the studéent's criti-
cal needs, based upon specific evaluation data or levels of performance as
. Wwritten in the previous section, It is important that these performance
levels are stated in specific behavioral terms whenever possible.
The goal statement should contain at least two specific parts: 1) the
direction of ‘change that is expected (increase, decrease, or mainéain) and
v 2) the sﬁbjectaor behavior that is an area of qeg@ requiring special atten-
\\\\ | tion. Goalsg might also include the projected grade or criterion level of
| performance or.the criteria for evaluation might be included in.the short
term objectives. Some examples of annual goals derivéd from current function-
ing levels for an emotiéﬂélly handicapped second grader are found in Figure 3.

¥

This is a sample of levels/goals for an individual whose IEP might

+

include other subject or behavior areas; however, the IEP need only address
those_are;s that require special instruction or related services. The goals
are the IEP team's pest predictions of what the child will be able to do by
the end of;thé'year. They are important guidelines and are not intepded to
be precise e&dpoints nor should they limit a child's program nor should they
necessarily be all-inclusive. )
‘Mager (1962) said, "1f we don't know where we're going, we might end up
someglace else." Few educators resist the need for ad§anced planning, goal-

setting, and intentional rather than accidental learning. Years of research

with handicapped and nonhandicapped learners has demonstrated that without

Q Sj
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Figure 5

CURRENT LEVELS OF
PERFORMANCE !

ANNUAL GOALS

Social-emotionél
development:

Cries daily when left at
school by mother.

Has no friends as demon-
strated by antisocial
playground behavior,
number of times chosen
last for teams, and a
sociometric scale.

Does not work coopera-
tively in a group.

Demands constant
attention. '

Reading:

Reads at the 1.5 level:

Has poor word attack
skills. ¢ o

Demonstrates short
attention span and
poor listening habits.

‘Work successfully in groups of two to four..

The student will

o

Decrease crying behavior to no more thane’
monthly occurrence. ‘

Increase gregarious playground behavio}, posi-

tive interpersonal behaviors in class, and
number of friends to at least two.

Raise hand before speaking out in class at least’
75% of the time. , _ s

)
.

-

Increase word fecognition and comprehension to
the 2.7 level.

Demonstrate word attack skills commensurate with
grade level expectations.

Increase attention spén to the required length
for completing a given task.

Accurately follow oral directions 90% of the
timec .
?

0L
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written goals and objectives, 1nstruction tends to be disorganized, inefii-
cient in terms of timing and pacing, difficult to evaluate objectively,

f
and less effective in terms of student learning’ (Lovitt, 1977; Popham, 1974)

Activities., Using the student you have chosen on one 0§ the case

studies, wiite annual goa&a which addhess. the Levels of funciioning you have
already Listed. Be centain the Levels of 6unct¢on4ng neflect areas in which
the Axudent needs 4pec¢a£ help based upon the euazuazxon data. Goals should
only be written fon the aneas 4in which the student needs Apecial services on

adaptations . . " -

Instructional objectives. The linkage between how students function

currently and how they are expected to function at the end of the year is the

most critical, the most controversial, and potentially the most useful por-

tion of the IEP. This linkage between the child's present performance levels

and annual goals is referred to as ‘'short term instructional objectives."
These short term instructional objectives are smaller steps than annual

.

goals but not as detailed as daily, weekly, or eveén monthlyglesson plans.
There should be a direct relationship among the cﬁild's present leveis of

. functioning, annual goels, instructional objectives, and special education
lesson plans (detailed instructional plans)., The IEP goals and ebjectives .
must be written before the student is placed in a special“program and often
_ serve as a foundation for the teacher's lesson plans (the latter are not

required by federal regulation).

According to the 1981 IEP Interpretation,

1. "Short term instructional objectives' (also called
"IEP objectives") are measurable, intermediate steps
between a handicapped child's present levels of edu-
cational performance and the annual goals that are

. established for the child. The objectives are devel-

oped based on a logical breakdown of the major compo-

nents of the annual goals, and can serve' as milestones
for measuring progress toward meeting the goals.

5d
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IEP objectives provide general benchmarks for
determining progress toward meeting the annual

:goals. These objectives should be projected

to be accomplished over an extended period of °
time (e.g., an entire school quarter or semes-
ter). : :

IEP goals and objectives are concerned mainly
with meeting a handicapped child's need for
special education and related services, and
are not required to cover other areas of the
child's education.. Stated another way, the
goals and objectives in the IEP should focus
on offsetting or reducing the problems result-
ing from the child's handicap which interfere
with learning and educational performance in
school. .

(IEP Interpretatiom, Page 5470)

47

Many publications (see the bibliography section) describe how to write

an IEP with heavy emphasis on behaviorally stated instructional objectives,

yet much clamor and confusion still surrounds this part qf the federal

mandate. Aversion to writing IEPs might stem from lack of understanding about

~

the regulations, lack of skill in writing objectives, lack of time for the

added paperwork, or lack of clarity about the division of responsibility for

writing IEPs. Each of these issues will be addressed below.

The content of the IEP is simplfystated in the rules and regulétions

(Sec. 300.346 (b)): The IEP must include a statement of annual goals,

includingﬁéhort term instructional objectives. QThe Interpretation adds

I4

clarity about the amount of detail required: objectives are more specific

than annual goals but less specific than detailed lesson plans.

two guidelines, the primary considerations are that 1) the objectives must be

Beyond these

appropriate for the student and 2) they must benuseful to the implementers of

the IEP. The first consideration determinesg, the content and the second

consideration determines the format. The content should relate to the priority

needs of the individual student, and the format should: relate to the individual

IEP implementer. There is no one format prescribed im the regulations and a

53
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. variety of formats have been described by various authors; however, some state

laws requiréuthat the objectiveﬂ be stated behav%orally, i.e., in terms of
observable activities. ? | .

Behavioral objectives consist of three parts: conditions, performance,

: a

and standards or time limits (Mager, 1962). 7The conditions are circumstances
surrounding the performance, such as instructional setting, materials or re-
sources provided. Performance refers to what the child is to do and the
stqﬁdard is the degree of proficiency the child is expécted toihave in per-
forming the task. An example follows:

GCiven 10 division problems with one-digit divisors
’ CONDITION )

the learner will write the quotients
PERFORMANCE

with 80% accuracy.
STANDARD

Objectives are usually most qseful and easily evaluated if/they afe stated
in behavioral terms. .Verbs in an obiactive that are not\easify evaluated in-
clude the following: wunderstands, feels, thinks; appreciates, believes,
likes, and learns. Action verbs that may be more useful in writing an ob-
jective follow: reads, spells, defines, states orally, writes, adds correctly,
lists, matches, multiplies by four, interacts, speaks at appropriate times,
raises hand, stays in seat, identifies, whispers. Most psycho-motor and
academic skills can be benaviorally stated. Some aspects of the affective
domain are less conducive to behavioral statement; however, most of these
abstract areas are demonstrated through overt behaviors.

Some examples of the relatiomship among current functioning levels,
annual goals, and instructional objectives for an educable mentally retarded
fifch grader are found in Figure 6.

Again, this represents only one sample format and style. Remember that

only special need areas for the student must be addressed in the IEP and that

51

ey



49

Figure 6
CURRENT LEVELS OF ANNUAL GOALS INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES
PERFORMANCE '

Arithmetic: The student wi;l Given needed materials, the student will
Tells time using Increase skill in | Identify hour and minute hands of a

the hour hand measuring time. clock and tell time. to the nearest

only. quarter hour with 100% accuracy.
Adds single dig- Perform the basic | Add and subtract two and three digit
its. processes of ad~ | numbers using carrying and borrowing
- dition, subtrac~- |with at least 70% accuracy. Multiply

tion and multi- orally single digits by 0, 1, 2, 3, 10 _/y
{ plication. with at least 80% accuracy.
Identifies all Increase mone~ Make chénge using coins and currency .
—_— ~ coins and their tary understand- |up to $20.00 with at least 707% accuracy
values .~ ing and correct using actual or play money and in paper-
" use, and~pencil computations.

Distinguishes a Continue to devel-~| Draw 3 triangles and 3 squares accurately

—— ~— g

circle, square, op geometric and correctly measure their perimeters
and triangle. concepts., with 100% accuracy. .
Language arts: ;
" Clear manuscript Improve penman- Write words (including name) legibly
writing but cur- ship. in all manuscript writing assignments.
‘sive 1s illegible.

Orders four pic- Increase skills Order eight pictures sequentially from
tures from a in logical or- increasingly complex stories with

story sequen- dering. 100% accuracy.

tially.

Dictates sentence Increase sentence |Write ten simple sentences using correct
p roperly for some-| writing skills. subject-verb agreement, conventional
one else to write - upper/lower case letters, and proper end
d own. ' punctuation with at least 80% accuracy.
Does not write in

complete sentences

u sing proper cap-

italization,

p unctuation, and

subject-verb

agreement.

: Q Eifj
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evaluation criteria for the otiectives are required. The criteria or standards
can be included directly in the goals and objéctives but could also-be accom-
plished in a separate section.

For many objectives in the cognitive domain, hierarchies or logical
sequences of steps have been published or can be found in"the table of con-
tents of some texts. For example, the arithmetic computational skills are
logically ordered from addition and subtraction of one, two and more Jigits
thrpugh multiplication facts, two and three digit multiplication and division
without and then with remainders. The sequedbe starts with whole numbers
and moves through fractions, decimals, and so on. A similar progression is
found in the table of cqptents of most basic arithmetic texts. Hierarchies and
sequenced objectives are written for phonic skills, vocabulary, spelling, pre-
vocational skills, and other academic areas, and should be helpful in setting
goals and short term objectives. Several references for such guides are listed
in Figure 7. |

For objectives in the affective or psychomotor domains, precise hier-
archies are often unavailable and behavioral sequences may be difficult to
d etermine. One way to think about logical steps toward each goal is through
the principie of successive approximation or attempts by gradation toward
a goal. For examplé, a child who talks out of turn ten times during the morning
class session may be encouraged to reduce this number of inappropriate behaviors
and rewarded when the number drops to eight, and again when the number drops
to six and so on. This is successive approximation toward eliminating an un-
desirable behavior, but the same principle applies when a desired bchavior is
increased by gradation.

At the state level, divisions for exceptional children in state education
agencies can be encoﬁraged to develop statewide alternative curricula for

handicapped learners that parallel the regular grade level curricula at all

3/
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Figure 7

Selected References for Writing IEP Objectives

Program Publisher

Basic Math Facts Competency Lab;
Stone's Southern~School

Beginning Reading Competency Lab; ' Supply Co., Inc.
3800 Holly Springs Road
Essential Grammar Competency Lab; Raleigh, NC 27606

Word Attack Competency Lab i

Briggance Diagnostic Inventory of Skills;
Curriculum Associates

Briggance Diagnostic Inventory of Essential Skills; 6 Henshaw Street
Woburn, MA 01801
Briggance Diagnostic Inventory of Early Development '

Diagnosis: An Instructional Aid--Mathematics SRA
259 East Eric Street
Chicago, IL 60611

Elementary Mathematics Center for .pplied Research
Diagnosis and Correction Kit in Education, Inc.

By Francis M. Fennell, Ph.D. . 0. Box 130
. West Nyack, New'York 10995

Instructional Based Appraisal System: Objective Edmark Associates
Cluster Banks Box 3903
' Bellevue, WA 98009

Sequential Testing and Educational Programming Academic Therapy
1539 Fourth Streect
San Rafael, CA 94025

Student Progress Record and Curriculum Guide Programs for Mental Retarda-
tion and Developmental
Disabilities
Department of Human Resources
2575 Bittern Street
Salem, OR 97310

3¢
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levels. An example is the Competency Goals and Performance Indicators for

Educable Mentally Handicapped Learners K~12 developed by the Division for

Except?onal Children, North Carolina State Department of Public Imnstruction.
This companion document to the regular scope gnd sequence will serve teachers
as a repository of competéncieé from which theycan select those that are appro-
priate for individual students. This statewide planning idea is not intended‘
to track all EMH students into a static curriculum; rather, it facilitates

IEP planning and minimizes redundancy of effort in outlining skill sequences.

Activities., Retumn now to the student for whom you are deve,ec\pxlng an

Andividualized p)wglLam. Write three or foun Anstructional ob jeotwfzs fon each
goal you have writiten., ,I

Special education and related services. The specific special ?ducation

and related services needed by students according to their evaluatigns must be
listed in their IEPs, including the extent of time to be spent in regular
education. A range of placement‘options, ranging from least to'most restrictive,
should exist in the school district, inclu?ing regular class placement with
consultant or resource help, part— or full~time special class placement, and
the more restrictive placement in a special facility. The amount of time to
be spent with nonhandicapped peers should be noted; the least restrictive
placement that is the most conducive to learning should be the placement goal.
As stated earlier, the regulations define '"special education" as
specially designed instruction to meet the unique needs of handicapped students
and "related services' as those services necessary to help the student benefit
from ;pecial education. These services might include counseling, speech
pathology and audiology, transportation, physical and occupational therapy,

and other supportive and corrective services. According to the IEP Inter-

pretation,
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Each public agency must provide a free appropriate
public education to all handicapped ‘children under its
jurisdiction. Therefore, the IEP for a handicapped
child must include all of the specific special educa-
tion and related services needed by the child--as deter-
mined by the child's current evaluation. This means
that the services must be listed in .the IEP even if
they are not directly available from the local agency, \
and must be provided by the agency through contracts \
or other arrangements.,

The public agency responsible for the education
of a handicapped child could provide IEP services to
the child (1) directly, through the agency's own staff
resources, or (2) indirectly, by contracting with
another public or private agency, or through other
arrangements. In providing the services, the agency
may use whatever State, local, Federal, and private
sources of support are available for those purposes.
However, the services must be at no cost to the parents,
and responsibility for ensuring that the IEP services
are provided remains with the public agency.

(IEP Interpretation, Page 5471)

Activities. How much time should the {fudent §orn whom y&u ane wiiting
an 1EP spend in the regular school progham? What type of special education
and nelated senvices will (4)he need to benefit ﬂaom the educational pro-
grham?

Projected dates. The dates when services are to be initiated and the

’

. anticipated duration of the servicesmust be listed on the IEP. These dates

are often listed as the beginning of the year or the date when services
begin through the end of the year, which is the typical duration of many
services. Some corrective services or certain types of therapy might have
a shorter predicted duration.

The requirement appears to have two general purposes: 1) to specify
in writing the initiation of special services for the student and thus assure
the parents éhat services will be ‘forthcoming; -and 2) to project a time

frame for related services, such as counseling, health or psychological services,

occupational or physical therapy, or other temporary services, as an aid in

S
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educational planning for the child. The guidelines do not require pr&jéc;ions

1

about when goals and objectives will be accomplished.

The evaluation compcnent, The evaluation procedures and schedules make

up the final requirement in the IEP contents. The IEP is a means of managing
special education and related services for each exceptional student; however;
without a strong evaluation component to determine whether objectives are

~ being accomplished, the IEP process could be a useless exercise in planning.
The evaluation requirement consists of three parts: criteria, procedures,
and schedules. | -

Withsut objective criteria for mastéry, the decision about whether or
not the sgsdent has accomplished an objective is left to the subjectivity of .
the teacher or evaluator. Criteria couid bé listed in the IEP as.a part of the
objectives or as a separate section. Behaviorally stated objectives that include
the conditions, performance, and standards have incorporated the criteria
"for evaluation. These formal objectives are more tedious to wfite'but easier
to evaluate. This precision in measurement is most important for basic skill
acquisition and for measuring progress of studenté Qﬁo are learning the
foundations upon which most of their future education will be baséd. At this
level more §han at any other, systematic record keeping of student progress is
critical. The specification of current levels of performance in behavioral
terms, the statement of behavioral objectives, and the collection of baseline
and'progress data, will help teéchers make sound instructional decisions about
individual students.

Criteria for mastery might be stated as a percentage of correct responses,
as a gumber of correct answers out of a set of questions, as an amount of time
in which an appropriate behavior will be observed, as a number of chécks out of
a possible number of items on a performance checklist, as a minimum or maximum

number of behaviors in a specified time span. The criteria must be objective
y o .
‘ :

A
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and appropriate. Criteria fgr academfs achievement should reflect cr{teria
set for nonhandicapped stueents. For.instance; it would be inappropriate ﬁa
expect 90% accuracy on a spelling test for a handicapped child when 70% was
the school criterion for passing. Succeesive approximations might entail an
evolving criterion and eome behaviors may appropriately deyand 100% correct
performance, For example, the following objectives were written for an eaotion-
ally handicapped eighth grader:

By the end of the first semester,.Lee will decrease his

physically aggressive behaviors from daily to weekly to

no more than one incident per month.

During the cond semester, Lee will display no physical

aggression that causes him to be sent to the office or

punished by the teacher.

A variety of procedures for documenting{and evaluating student progress
in ways other than the traditional teacher-made, paper=-and-~pencil, objective'
or subjective tests might be explored. Standardized and criterion-referenced
tests are useful for measuring certain skill attainments while informal inven-
tories measure others. Teacher observation and frequency counts are other
forms of data collection that can be informal and on-going or systematica}ly oc-
cur at specific intervals. Checklists of basiciekills and successive approx-
imations toward desired behaviors are useful in some situations. Graphs or
charts are sometimes helpful in charting progress. Anccdotal records may be
kept on some students. Student self-e;aluation and record keeping may offer
means of keeping students and parents informed of daily progrese. A variety

of procedures should be used to ensure continuous evaluation, not limited to

the annual assessment of the mastery of instructional objectives.

Evaluation schedules might call for weekly or monthly check points in
some situations but will more often need to occur more frequently in order
to keep students informed of their proeress and to help teachers make realistic

instructional decisions for students. Evaluation also helps to inform the

b
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IEP team, including the child's p;rents, about the student's progress and
future directions for planning on at least an %pnual basis. However, it is
worth reiterating at this point that th? gvaluation component is not'intended
to hold teachers, the agency, or others accountable if a child does hqt achieve
the growth projected in the objectives. The IEP is not a legally binding
contract nor is i£ a guarantee that a student will progress at the projected
rate. Teachers and aggncies must make good faith efforts to assist students
in.accomplishing the objectives of the IEP and parents are protected by due
process procedures and the right“to complain if the parent feels reasonable
efforts are not being made to assist the student. | ‘

Activities. Now for a moment, return to your student with perfonmanee
KevetA goals and obfectives already written. 'Ane the goals nealisitic expec-
quxanA gorn one yean9 Are objectives behavionally stated, easy to absenve on
evaluate, Logically sequenced, useful guidelines for a teachen, nea&&&t&c gon

the student? What evaluation procedures seem neasonable for each objective?

: ]
What schedules on Limelines forn evaluation are appropriate?

IEP format. The format and length of the IEP are not prescribed by law.

Depending upon the nature and severity of the handicap, the IEP will include
varying portions of a student's educational program; therefore, IEPs will

vary in length. The IEP Interpretation suggests the following:

The format and length of an IEP are matters left to the
discretion of State and local agencies. The IEP should
be as long as necessary to adequately describe a child's
program. The IEP is not intended to be a detailed
instructional plan. The Federal IEP requirements can
usually be met in a one to three page form.

(IEP Interpretation, Page 5472)

Activities. 1) P. L. 94-142 does not nequire schools to provide each

handicapped child with an optimal education, but rather an appropriate one.
Discuss the Amplications of this §on handicapped students and thein parents,

for the decision-makens planning hand&ca?fed students’' educational proghams
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- and p(acemen,t; and gon the Local on state education agency. 2) Figure 8
contains a sample IEP for Mary B.~-the finst case Atudy 4in this module,
Mary has no problems in arnithmetic non in neading, but the spelling problem
A8 causdng difficulties in akl of hen wiiting. Compare hen TEP with the
one you have wlwttgn fon Case Study One or your own new uéﬂvum,e. Figure
9 provides a blank 1EP gon —yowa pracitice and use,

IEPs at the Secondary School Level

2

A variety of issues surfoundihg the development and implementation of
IEPs presents uniiue problems at the junior and senior high school levels.

° : The federal regulations do not differentiate between elgmentary and secondary
models- for educating students with speciq} needs so the same rules apply at
both levels., Little is written that distinguishes the problems facing each
leyel; however, the students, teachers, and curricﬁla are very different, all
of which affect the IEP prdcess. The development of IEPs by tcam members
who recognize the unique needs of secondary'students and teachers shéuld help
to allay problems of implementation that might otherwise be created by a
team less sensitizgd to secondary issues, Situations unique to secondary
schools will be confronted in this section from three perspectives: students
teachers, and curricula. '

Students. Three points for discussion involving the secondary school
student follow: the nature of adolescence, the increased student numbers
at the secondary level, aQA the spectrum of abilities.

The 1EP process is predicated upor the essential element of parent involve-
ment; however, the "adolescent" creates new problems in attaining this involve-
ment not often produced by the '"child.'" Many adolescents do not want their
paren;s to be too involved with their schooling and many parents respect this

need for independence. Creative ways to involve parents in IEP planning and

implementation should be explored while, at the same time, students should be

-
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Figure 8

INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PROGRAM

2 -
IEP TEAM STUDENT INFORMATION
student__Mary B ' * b
uden = p.0.5. 8-17-69 age  12-1  Grade \
Mr.and Mrs, B . x
Parent (s) : : e . Phone 355-0032  Address /39 weS'fZ yn ﬂ/Vdf
reacher(y_r. Black (classroom) ||\ "5 aceland Eleméintary )
Miss Smith (resswrce) , ' Z \ =
: : PROCEDURAL CHECKLIST - DATE
Agency Representative Dr, H‘r‘ms 1}’57)_6} : g:1- 8|
. . . = Written notice about program initiation/change _ -/-
(S,P?'C'al ed.uc. Su7per VZS‘()’)’) Consent for preplacement evaluation 9.4~ 8]
Other(s) D’IS, HOSG, (SChoo/ Pslj(jw]og,‘s-f) Consent for initial plgcement LT 4-21= §]
SPECIAL EDUCATION AND RELATED SERVICES TO BE PROVIDED RE§§§§§§§LE mlgﬁi.mn DURATION
remedial assistance -- reSource room Smith | 925-81 |fall sumesta;

eonswltation with My, Black about classroom strategies Smith | 9-23-3)
and grading alternatives

review in Jay

Weekly meet
ings ?flOr ZmoF

- roon

¢

“XTENT OF TIME IN REGULAR EDUCATION PROGRAM 9590 ; 2 hours a weeK in reSource room

SVALUATION DATA _ ,

wisc-R (9.5-81) Verbal - 105, Performance - 88, Full scale - 47

Vineland Secia Maturity Scale (?-6-3/) .'4343‘ aiuiva/eni' 0- 4 (CB 12-1)
Deve/opmenta/ Test of Visual - Motor Information (‘i.(,-X/) ,C}9L eju,'m/em- 9.7

California Achievement Test (#8-81) Math 59, spelling 2.8 re
reading 5-4, Tttal 4-|

erence 5-2, /anguaja arts 4.§

modality Preference Testing Procedure (9-16-§1) Auditsry mode
BESTEC. 7 ¢ CALGLE

6ty
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'Spa//s Dolch words
with 0% accuracy,
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80Ty accuracy.
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survival werds. - ) |
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accuracy during the '7‘&//-’ SsemeSter.,
each” week

Mary will correctly spell 5 new root words -
2ach week With 80 accuracy.

with Selected preicix(:s and Suffixes with
800 accuracy, } |
Mary will cerrect] syllabicate weekly
word lists with 90% accuracy.

Using sound - spelling and {pkonoyisaa’/
approaches, [Mary will spel correcf/y
5 new words each week with §0%
QCCUT ALY, v
U&in9 | /angqaga ¢experience TéC/’m}iuéS/
“Mary will S/)a.llu correcf/y 5 new
words  frem her Vvoca bu/an/ week/y

4

Wwith 80 accuracy,

[

reviewed the Dolch words and two [ists of
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marzj will pn:perlyf write the new root werds

| L{legk/y .f,/o’e///ng
iu:,zzes ahd
monthly,
S,oe//in9 bees
with DfAQV
students

ha ving
SP(’.///'TJ9

Jd‘i’{fw/ﬁes,:
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Consent for preplacement evaluation
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encouraged to accept increased responsibility for planning their own educational
programs. Many students, especially at the secondary level, could make viable
IEP team members, yet they too often remain an untapped resource.

The number of handicapped students served by an individual classroom

]

teacher is likely to increase signifi;antly at the secondary level, whicﬁ

has implicationsqfor tﬁe feasibility of involving classroom teachers in
writing IEPs and of individualizing instruction. If it is true that about 12
per cent of the school-aged population are haddiéapped and that the majority

are mainstreamed for at least a portion of the day (Progress toward a free

appropriate public education, 1979), then an average elementary class of 30

students might include three or four handicapped students, while a 125-150

student load for a junior or senior high teacher might include as many as

-

15-18 handicapped individuals. The greater numbers of students that a

secondary teacher is responsible for, coupled with cqmplex, inflexible schedules,

°

diminish a teacher's possibility for attending to students on an individual

V

basis, either in planning or inplementing educational programs.

The challenge is increased as the students' ability range broadegé and
the course focus narrows. While a first grade teacher may teach nonreaders
as well as one or two students who read up to four or five grade levels above
the first grade expectation, a junior high school teacher will still encounter
readers functioning at primary levels as well as the whole spectrum up through
Eigh school levels. This wide ability range found in a 50-minute class period
increases the difficulty of individualized planning and teaching.

One suggestion for the principal is to recognize the teacher's right
to become involved with the IEP process by providing released time for IEP
meetings and special/classroom teacher coordination., Weighting studeq;s (e.g.,

counting an emotionally handicapped student as three students and a mentally

handicapped or learning disabled student as two students in determining roll

7/
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. ..
counts and class loads) might be a consideration for the IEP team member
who is responsible for determining or guaranteeing placement options. This
process accounts for the barying amounts of time required to.accommodate
different typés of students in class and compensetes for greater requisite
teacher efforts by decreasing class counts.

" One suggestion for the IEP team is to consider a variety of placement
options with self-contained half or full day special class dacement as a
serious consideration for handicapped students Yho deviate significantly from
age- or grade-aépropriate norms, either in academic or behavioral areas. This
option should be considered for studenés whose émotional, 1earning, or mental
handicap is severe enough to preclude succe;s in fhe reguiar classroom. Another
recommendation for the IEP team is to consider ways to narrow the spectrum of
abilities f;und in many classes. _Some degree of-ability grouping within
classes and 3ithin subject areas recognizes the limits’ to th? rénge of abilities
that can be accommodated in 'any classroom.

These suggestions--time for IE? planning; reduced class size to accommodate -
students with special needs; appropriate placements for mildly, moderately, and
severely handicapped stﬁdents; and a trend towards more homogeneous grouping
or, at least, less radical heterogéneous grouping--might lead to teachers'
increased ability to provide appropria?q, individual}zed instruction for their
students.

Teachers. Two issues involving sedbndary teachers will be related in
this section: the nature of the seconéary teacher and coordination of teachers
for IEP development/implementation.

sThe IEP is based upon an individual child orientation which typifies
elementary 'school settings and the thinking of most special educators, but
this is not usually the case at the secondary level where teachers are

typically subject oriented. If IEP planners are sensitive to this potential

7y
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problem which is often manifested in the adherence to rigid curricula cbdupled
with rigid criteria for evaluation, perhaps they will recognize the following
three requ#sites for coordinating teachers for IEP development and implementa-
tion: involve classroom teacheré in the 1EP process before placement occurs
whenever)péssible, use the consultant model Lo some extent,'and delineate
résponsidilities of all teachers/support personnel involved with educating
the stgde%t.
i

Becaése most secondary level teachers are subject oriented and unaccustomed
to sharing the responsibility for instructing their students and, further,
because m&st are not t?ained in speciél education nor did they ever want to be,
it is essen%ial that they are permitted involvement from the very beginnipg
in the IEP process. Carolyn Myrick's 1980 dissertation study results indicate
limited involvement ;f classroom teachers in the IEP process--nearly one
third in her sample has never seen an IEP; over half of the classroom teachers-
had no training in developing IEPs; elementary schools had more poéitive per—
cegpions of the IEP process ghan(secondary schools; classroom ﬁeahhérs had the
most negative attitJEGS”about the IEP proceés; all groups perce%ved the speclal
educator as the person who should have primary responsibility fér developing
1EPs. ; ‘

Some éf the most important planning for i.andicapped studenté occurs

o

before the IEP team meeting and results from the classroom teachér's input.
The(;tudent's regular teacher can provide valuable classroom performance data
that is curriculum based and provides meaningful information upon which to
base current levels of performance. Teachers are also more familiar with
their curriculum and with objectives that are essential and appropriate for

handicapped learners. 1If teachers who have the major responsibility for edu-

cating handicapped students are not allowed to feel some degree of responsibility
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or "ownership" in the IEP planning and placement of students, they will

probab1§—$e=fe1u¢£ant.to impiement the plans.

A variety of special'educators-ﬁill be needed to facilitate a variety of
pia;ement'optiohs; at 1éast oge of those educators should have consultant
responsibilities tb teacheré in classe;ithat include handicapped students.
Often studentstéet help and teachers get none; teachers must become more
as§ertive in demanding the help they need. Too many teachers who are trained |,
in specific subject éreasland are being asked to accommodate exceptional '
students are not'broQided the assistance needed to-facilitate'the process,
not only inservice help, but Also ongoing consultant support. If a resource
model is used, the teacher sQould be prov;ded with sufficient support to
effectively teach students when they are-not receiving resource instruction.
Support services for the student in the regular classroom and consultant help
for the classroom teacher sﬁould be included in\the TEP. Teachers should , _
ask the schoollBased commiétee for tpe support they need to keep mildly
handicapped students in class within the teachér's parameters and classtoom's
limitations. o |

The division of respopsibility, when often six to gight professionals are

j
charged with educating an individual, can be confusing. Although legally it
is not a required componeﬁt of the IEP, it is an importaﬁt aspect of planning
that should be made very ?lear ve;%ally or preferably on the IEP docutnent in
writing. Elementary school children uSualfy have one primary teacher who is
responsible for the whereabouts of that child all day and every day. The
teacher may have scheduling problems with sudents coming and going; but the
student has the continuiFy of one teacher who is '"in charge." Mo;t handicapped
étudents still need that continuity when they reach junior and sénior high

school. The most reasonable secondary level teacher to provide this leader-

ship might be the special educator or another professional who is responsible

. 8u
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. for the student for the primary part of ‘the day. Coordinating p%anning‘Feriods

may be a problem for teachers which gduld be resolved by the principal;/ The

/

early involvement of classroom teqﬂﬁers in the IEP process, use of consultants, .
R :

and coordingtion for shared r%§ﬁénsibilitj-are important factcrs for the

yd : .
successful planning_fgr the integration of handicapped youth into /the. regular

]

classroom.

Curricula. The secondary school cuvricuium raises three.
be addressed in this section: the compatibility of vocational and special
educa;ion, the relationship between the IEP contents and secondary level cu¥-~
riculum priorities, and the degree to which:hdividualization is feasible.

As youth.approachladulthood and the world of work,‘vocational edncation
becomes ‘an increasingly important part of their edncational progrnns; therefore,

one' of the primary‘goals of secondary school programs for handicapped students

must be the preparation of these young adults for gﬁinful employment. The IEP

must include vocational goals if special adaptations are necessary and vocational -

educators should play active roles in IEP team meet;ngs.
The two fields are each so specialized that often the teachers in edch

area know little about the other area. Vocationai teachers will probably need

. C. ' }
staff development programs in IEP development, adapting materials, the J

characteristics and capaBi&ities of exceptional learners, vocétional assessment

4 for handicapped students, exploratory instruction . that uses hands-on activities,
L
legal responsibilities of vocational educators for handicapped students, and
LR

equipment modifications. Vocational teachers must learn ways to organize their
Y
courses to allow students of various abilities to explore their talents,

capabilities, and interests, understanding that students can benefit by learning

. ' “y
job skills even when they do not seek employment in the subject taught.

<
v

ssues that will

v
!
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Special education teachers should provide career exploration and voeational.
., 2 i R . . . . . .
{nstruction in their classes. A vocational resoutce teacher or consultant

9 : ' o " ¢

trained in both vocational and special educatipn is very important’to:fhe
. [
sucpessful integration of handicapped students in vocational classes espetially

WD

L

at the high school level. Administrators and school based team - eaders can,

help facilitate the cooperative work of special and vocational ed cators to

4

maximize the bemefits to students and IEPs can describe the responsibilities

e

of each. ‘ ' .

The content of .the IEP must not conflict with curriculum prlorities at

»
.

the secondary level, such as gradyation requirements, competency test objectives, .

P
grading standards set by individual schools or school districts, state mandated

I ¢ b

curricula or systemwide obJectives for courses that are so lengthy that

. -

individualized pacing is not feasible, and state adopted texts that do not

provide a variety of reading levels. ’

IEPs must account for Carnegie Units, semester hours, or courses required

W

in various disciplines'for graduation from high school. Some states also
require a passing grade on a competency test as a prerequisite for receiving
a high school diploma. IEP goals should reflect the remediation needed to .

pass such a test. Some accommodations for taking the test are made for = .

various handicaps, such as extended time-limits, braille and taped versions

" of the test. o )

Rigid grading and curricula present real concerns at the secondary level.
The structure of some courses will.not allow for the accommodation of some

students or for individualization of instruction.. For instance, in order

ORI

to be prepared for geometry and Algebra I., a student must master the objectives

-

of Algebra I. The course is generally not conducive to individual or small

group instruction but rather demands fast-paced large group instruction to cover

the vast quantity of material required in the course curriculum. Some

1
-
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curricula are mandated by the state and often grading criteria are set by

the school system., For instance, in many schools, to receive an A grade,

£,
Iy o ¥

a Sﬁudentr-any student--must average 93 or above on course assignments and
tests. A grade of B demands 85 through 92 averages:andlthe cutoff for a
ﬁassing mark is!70. These criteria might-ihfluence the awaluation standards:
and procedures described in the IEP.

Some courses are required to use state adopted texts that have reading
levels that some studénts-éannot comprehend. Accommodations for this situation
should be discussed by the IEP team or school based-commifteé. Sometimes
supplementary texts and workbooks can be purchgsed. The .text might be rewritten
on a lower grade level, but this requires a significant time commitment and
considerable "expertise. If reasonable accommodations to'guarantee the student's
success are not feasible, the IEP team might cousider an altermative placement.

. The degree to which individualization 15 feasible is influenced by the
attitudes and expertiée of the teachers involved, the materials (including )
texts) available, and the nature of the course. Attitudes are often improved

¢

by increased expertise which can be facilitated through staff development

efforts and the use of consultants. Special materials, equipment, and re-

sources needed may be discussed at the IEP meeting and might be included in

some goals and objectives. Some courses will be inappropriate for certain

students, The nature of other cgurses will demand a cope-with-the-curriculum :
or tutorial approach by resource teachers. These courses require the same

minimum competency for a set of objectives for all students with flexibility

only in the teaching strategies used in attaining the objectives. Other

courses which allow for the individualization of goals and objectives as well

as learning styles may require remedial teaching from resource personnel and

consultant help with classroom management, teacning strategies, materials

development, and so on. éf
4
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" Conclusions. As more and more students are encouraged to stay in school

ﬁ- until graduation, new roles and iﬁnoﬁations will emerge at the secondary
school level, One of the most im5ortant challenges of individualizing instruc-
tion in secondary schools is the promotion of acti&e involvement by parents
and students in the preparation of an individualized education program. With

_ ) )
this ;nvolvement must come a ranée of positiye alternatives for secondary
students, including access to vocational education programs, and new and dif-

ficult role changes for general and special educators.

Activities. 1. Figune 10 includes an TEP forn Kelly, the second case

study in this module, Read through 4%, compare it with Mary's 1EP, and
d&Acuéé the differences that might cccur 4n :a)'IEPb gorn elementary and
" secondany students and b) TEPs forn different types and severity of handicaps.
"2. 1§ you have been working on Zthe panx».oﬁ an 1EP forn Kelly, Many, or
anothen student, you might want to ﬁit the paékb 0f Your progrnam into the
format in Figure 11. Then compare the goaig, objectives, and 40 on thax you

developed to the two samples included in this module.
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Figure 10

| INDIVIDUALIzED EDUCATION PROGRAM

'Teacher(s) Ms. Brown (voc. ed.), Mr. Jones

IEP TEAM STUDENT INFORMATION
Kelly R,
Student y 1 D.O.B. 6=2-65 Age = 16 Grade 10
v
Parent(s)__ ¥r. and Mrs. R. Phone 555-4162 Address_ 12 Holly Court - Apt. 3

School West View High School

(sp. ed.), Mr. Turner (rd. spec.)[

. PROCEDURAL CHECKLIST - DATE
Agency Representative Mrs. Johnson

) Written notice about program initiation/change ' 11-20-81
(principal) Consent for preplacement evaluation 9-02-77
Consent for initial placement 9-28-77
Other(s) —==
" PERSONS DATE
SPECIAL EDUCATION AND RELATED SERVICES TO BE PROVIDED RESPONSIBLE | INTTIATED DURATION
remedial reading and math - daily Turner/Stone| 12-01-81 review IEP
vocational educatien - in class help 3 times weekly Brown 12-01-81 5-10-82
tutorial help ir social studies & science; lab assistance Jones 12-03-81
special c] -~ in basic skills one hour weekly Jones 12-08-81
bi-weekly c. sultation with 4 core subject area teachers Jones 11-11-81 ‘
EXTENT OF TIME IN REGULAR EDUCATION PROGRAM 80% in regular classes & 20% in remedial classes
EVALUATION DATA
WISC-R (10-80 Verbal - 68, Performance - 72, Full Scale - 70
PIAT (10-80) math - 6.7, word recognition - 4.4, comprehension - 4.0, spelling - 4.8, total - 5.0
WRAT (10-80) math - 6.9, reading - 4.6, spelling - 5.0
Vineland Social Maturity Scale - (10-80) Age Equivalent 12-8, Chronological age 16-4
Modality Preference Testing Procedure - (10-80) visual mode
81
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Comprehends at 4,0
level, Spells at .
5.0 level.

Reads, writes, and
interprets cor-
rectly numerical
information,
cardinal and
ordinal numbers.
Progressing in
subtracting

decimals (math skills

at 6.7 level),
calculator for
most computation.

Uses

t

Kelly will increase
his reading to at
least the 5.0

level and spelling

to the 6.0 level.

Kelly will increase
his writing skills
using occupational
tasks.

Kelly will increase
his quantitative
and numerical
skills to at least
a productive level
(70-85% accuracy).

Kelly will attain
basic money manage-
ment skills at a
competent level
(85-100% accuracy) .

Math Lab: In an individualized math 1lab, Kelly will,..

Reading Lab: Given small group instruction, Kelly will,,,.

Spell & define survival words, words typically found on
a job application, and other vocationally related words.

Write simple sentences & paragraphs correctly.

Accurately complete such forms/letters as applications,
registration forms, thank you notes, want ad replies.

Evaluate information in want ads.

Communicate effectively on the telephone.

Define abbreviations commonly used on application forms.

Describe a resume verbally; list reasons for using a
resume; write a resume for himself.

List 5 elements of a successful interview; appropriately
answer 10 sample interview questions.

Read high interest-low level books, selected by Kelly and
approved by Mr. Turner, no less than 1 bi-weekly.

Read a 1l5-minute daily assignment from the newspaper,
with an occupational emphasis, or in workbook.

Discriminate among different sizes, shapes, textures.

Define and correctly use such common numbers as zip
codes, phone numbers, social security numbers.

Estimate distances, sizes, and weights accurately.

Correctly measure perimeter, weight, time, temperature.,

List common financial responsibilities and describe how
to accommodate each; include obligations and luxuries.

Discuss principles of banking] include credit, loans,
savings.,

Match common coins/bills with their correct names.

Accurately make change using up to $100.

Distinguish betveen gross and net pay.

Write sample checks correctly; balance check book.

Fill in and compute time cards.

Prepare biweekly and monthly budgets-data furnished.

4
¢
-
¥
M
|

80% accuracy
expected on all
daily assignments.

85% accuracy
exXxpected on all
teacher-made
weekly quizzes.

Woodcock Reading
Mastery Tests will
be used to test
achievement semi=-
annually,

All objectives will
be checked on the
following scale
.through weekly
quizzes:

(] Unfamiliar
[] Introduced
(] Progressing
50-70% success
(] Productive
70-85% success
[C] Competent
85~1007% success

The Key Math Test
will be used to
test achievement
semi-annually,

87
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R No work experience
using opasic
mechanical prin-
ciples.

*About a 4th grade
reading level and
weak in technical
vocabulary. Strong
in spelling with
gooud dictionary
skills (5.0 level).

As determined by a
work sample inven-
tory, Kelly's
manual dexterity is
not age appropriate
,/about 4 years

Kelly will attain

" pre-emplovment

skills at ah employ-
able level including]

| .an understanding
<}

the free enterprise
system,

work possibilities
and basic princi-
ples,

good work habits,

occupational com-

nunications.

Kelly will improve
his manual dexterity

- Job Skills: Civen the requisite materials, tools,

equipment, and training, Kelly will...

14

Compare/contrast the American .private enterprise system
with other ¢ onomic systems.

Discuss inwve: . ‘ent opportunities, competition, auto-
mation, specialization, taxation.

Luist the influences of labor organizations on the
economy, business, and individuals.

Name 5 reasons that demonstrate the value of work.

Explore various jobs and occupational clusters.
Demonstrate a working knowledge of basic mechanical
principles (e.g. levers, screws, pulleys, vacuums).

List characteristics, abilities, attitudes, and habits

. of successful workers,

Mainteln appropriate. personal hygiene and dress.

Be on time consistently and accept consequences for
tardiness, °

Work dependably and independently without direct,
continuous supervision.

Demonstrate concern/adherence to safety precautiocns.

Read and fpllow written instructions correctly (e.g.
latels, procedurai manuals, street signs).

Define and correctly use technical vocahulary at a
level sufficient for work experience communication.

Coordinate eye-hand-foot movements accurately,
Coordinate the uce of both hands effectively, including
iifting, turning, pulling, placing, arnd using small

hand tools and equipment.
Demons}rﬁd effective finger agility. -

A

! e

e ¢ = —— -

Participation. in
class diseussions and
work sample activi-
ties. Observation,
oral and written
quizzes.,

Bi-weekly check scale
used for all objec~:
tives through oral
and written assess=-
ment:

[ ] unfamiliar
Maintaining
Progressing

50~-70% success
Productive

70-85% success

(] Employable

§5-100% success

rd

Monthly work sample
assessment and
successful completion
of work sample kit
activities as daoter-
mined by teacher (5()
observation. *
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= . Social Studies/Science
About a 4th grade Same as those for Receives tutorial aid daily and lab assistance weekly. Graded according
reading level. regular class using Follow basic objectives of class using alternative to regular class
small group instruc- texts on third grade reading level. criteria and
tion. , schedules, using a
contract system.
Basic Skills:
CGiven small group attention in a special class, Kelly
will... -
[
Below age appro- Kelly will improve Drill and practice through visual and hands-on experi- Developmental Test
priate behaviors his cognitive and ences to improve his memory. of Visual=-Motor
in memory, sequenc-{ perceptual skills. Correctly order/sequence numbers, dates, directions, etc. | Integration will
ing, organizing, Organize information to solve mathematical problems be used semi-
decision-making, systematically. annually to deter-
and listening. Select appropriately from decision-making alternatives. mine if Kelly's
Attentive to writ- Listen carefully to discriminate sounds and their basic skills (as
ten detail., Learns meanings and to remember oral instructions. listed) approach
best through visual Discriminate unique characteristics using visual and age appropriate.
sense according auditory cuea. )
to Modality Prefer- _ ‘
ence Test. Kelly will maintain React appropriately to nonverbal cues, such as gestures, Weekly class grades
and clarify his tones, body language. should improve
Vineland Social social skills and List personal strengths and correlate them with qualities| if the resource
Quotient - 83. occupational in- sought by employers. help is effective.
terests. Ask questions appropriately to gain information. A semi-annual self-
Describe how to address others in a businesslike manner, | appraisal scale will
including customers, fellow employees, supervisors, determine improve-
and management. ment in self-
Demonstrate acceptable work attitudes and behavior. concept and social
Exercise patience and self-control under stress. adjustment. Very
slow and small
increments on these
2 scales will
det:rmine success.
Developed by Afgn L. Stewart and origiphally cited in:
o0
' vt Turnbull, |A. P., Strickland, B. b-, & Brantley, J. C. Developing and implementing individualized E) )
education programs (2nd ed.).| Columbus, OH: Charles E. Merrill Publishing Co., 1982. “
[ . '
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7 .
IEP TEAM STUDENT INFORMATION !
\ . . //
Student D.0.B. Age Grade
Parent(s) Phone ~ Address
Teacher (s) School
PROCEDURAL CHECKLIST - DATE
Agency Representative .
Written notice about program‘initiation/change
Consent for preplacement evaluation
Other(s) Consent fOf initial placcment
' : PERSONS DATE
SPECIAL EDUCATION AND RELATED SERVICES TO BE PRQVIDED RESPONS?BLE INITIATED DURATION

2

EXTENT OF TIME IN REGULAR EDUCATION PROGRAM

 “EVALUATION DATA
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tndividualized education can become
impossible education at the secondary
fevel if legal requirements are not spe-
cially -adapted te the organizational
structure. teacher concerns, and stu-
dent needs characteristic of secondary
education. A key phrase in P.L.. 94-142
identifies the legislative goal: free ap-
propriate public education for all hand-
icap . d children.

The meaning of appropriate educa-
tion is basicully interpreted as an educa-

tion individually suited to the needs of

the student, i.e.. in conformity with IEP
requirements. Although individualized
instruction has t;.xdmondlly received
widespread support in pres‘.hool and
clementary education, this is not neces-

_sarily the situation in secondary cducd-

Nnn

“Based on the philosophy uf indi-
vidualized instruction, the requirement
was made in P.L. 94-142 to develop
IEPs for all handicapped’ students re-
gardiess of age level. The required con-
tent of the IEP clearly shows its indi-
vidualization emphasis:

e A documentation of the student’s
current fevel of educationul per-
formance.

e Annual short goals or the attain-
mets expected by the end of the
school vear.

e Short-term objective .. stated in in-

" structiomd terms, which are inter-
mediate steps feading to the mas-
tery of annual goals.

e Documentation of the puruculur
special education and refated ser-
vices which will be provided to the
child.

e Anindicationofthe extent towhich
stchild will participate in the regular
cducatiofi program.

e Projected dates for initiating scer-
vices and the anticipated duration
Of seivices.

e bialuation  procedures and
schedules for determining mastery
of short-term objectives at feast on
aftannual bavis.

fn regard to seope, the TEP must he

wiitlen for every subject requinng spe-
crally designed instruction. Yhis in-
cludes subgects taught in both regular

A,

classrooms in which the handicapped
student is mainstreamed and specialized
settings such as resource rooms, special
classes, and special schools,

The emphasis of individualized in-
struction of the IEP mandate may cause
implementation problems and lowered
teacher morale at the secondary level.
Research has provided little guidance
since it has been limited to investigation
of the development of the IEP. The key
to full ®quality of opportunity for hand-
icapped students is the eftective im-

_ plementation of the IEP. There is adire

need for research on IEP implementa-
tion and the associated:student out-
comes of such implementation. particu-
larly at the secondary leve). Future re-
search should be directed to the delinea-
tion of specific problems separately at
the elementary and secondury levels.
Current research either mixes both
lzvels or tocuxcs on the elementary
years.

In the next sections, issues germane
to the IEP process and some unigue to
secondary education afe discussed.
These issues are as follows: 1) the na-
ture of the secondaty teacher and cur-
riculum, 2) new requisite skill demands.,
3) role wmbiquity of participants. and 4)
support systems.

The Nature of the Secondary Teacher
and Curriculum
Issues. Although secondary teachers are
typically subject matter oriented. the
IEP presumes an indi vidual child orien-
tation. Individualized fessons are less
feasible when planning daily for 125-17§
students than when planning for typical
elementary classtoads. The ability runge
can be extreme as children get older and
the achievement gap broadens. Sys-
temwide and statewide goals and objec-
tives might restrict curricuium alterna-
tives by designing objectives 'to be
reached for specific grades and sub-
jects. Disdain for noninstructional de-
mands{e.g.. [EP writing. parent confer-
ences, resource/classroom teacher
coordination) and shared responsibility
for classroom instruction typify secon-
dury teachers” attitudes: the TP may
contribute to discord.
Recommendations. Blementany
schoof models stress basic skill acguisi-
uon. The hierarchically ordered sequ-
ence is conducive to individualized
planning in which goals are modified to
meet individaal needs, By intermediate
grade levels, the ringe of needs expands
and meeting those needs becomes in-
creasingly difficult. ‘This problem is au-
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of Secondary Education

gmented when the teacher's roll count is
multiplied by five.

Two patterns of individualized in-
struction exist. . The first, menticned

" above, requires that goals of instruction

and the means tovard those goals be
planned around the individual-student.
The second pattern prescribes unique
means of attaining similar goals which s
more suitable for a less hierarchically
structured subject. For example. most

- cighth graders learn the beginnings of

American history, the rudiments of
which are basic o all students’ schoo.-
ing experience. Although goals may be
diluted (e.g.. number of presidents
chronologically listed) and the mode of
learning varied (e.g.. by contract or by
lecture), the curricutum is paratlel for all
students. Varying meany and ledving
goals refatively constant is more realis-
tic for teachers with lurge class rolls and
appropriate for cecondary school stu-
dents with attenuated curricula.
Combined with this second type of
individualized planning is the need for
statewide alternative curricula for ex-
ceptional students that coincide with the
regular curricula. A modified scope and
sequence might be adapted, for exuam-
ple. to the needs of students reading sig-
nificantly below grade level or for visu-
ally or auditonally impaired students.
These curriculum guides could expedite
the vbjective writing phase of the IEP
process, reduce neninstructional de-
mands, and aid in individualized plan.
ning. Annuaj revision of the 1EP might

‘be minimal, Tequire less time to write,

and be useful to teachers.

New Requlsite Skill Demands

Issues. Universities are refuctant to add
new course requirements. el the pre-
service necds of secondary classroom
teachers are not typically being met
(Miller. Sabatinu, & Larsen. 19R0).
Classroom teachers are well schooled in
the content areas but often fack training
in methodology. diagnostic-prescriptive
instruction. and other challenges of
mainstreaining. Secondary sehool spe-
cial educators are frequentdy il
prepared to teach effectively the vanety
of content areas and levels Classroom
and special education teachers typically
fack  the  vocational  education
bauckground necessary tor the secon-
dary level Too often mservice does not
meet skl demnands. As aesalto thage
mediat an versus cope with the
curricwinm debate contimnes. and stu
dents recenve bandands where tow
nigaets are needed.

The Direchive Teacher 8
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Recommendations, Universities must
specity competencies requisiie for
teachers of mainstreamed students and
secondary special educators, and pro-
vide the necessary program. A special
education course for all education
majors or incorporating compejencies
into the existing course of studies ap-
pear tovbe viable options. Greater em-
phasis on career education is needed for
secondary regular and special education
majors (Miller et al, 1980). Meanwhile,
school systems are obliged by law to

Jprovide inservice training based upon
the assessed needs for new and re-
trained personnel,JU.S. Office of Edu-
cation, 1977). Statt developmuent prog-
rams might include the efficient use of
IE Py, tusk unalysis. alternative learning
strategies. individaalization, the use of
peer tutoring and grouping patterns, and
career planning for students,

Role Ambiguity of Participants
Issues. Role ambiguity is often the con-
sequence of shared responsibility for
student learning. Secondary teachers
lack lucid job descriptions and are often
unaccustomed to working closely with
other adults: communication gaps and
misunderstanding are commonplace.

In the responsibility tug-of-war, stu-
dents can lose. Secondary special needs
students are often required tocope with
added specialists and a complicated
schedule.

- == Recomniendations, Job descriptions
must be stated for clarity of expecta-
tions. Shared responsibility is antitheti-
cal to the territorial nature of the secon-
dary school teacher and the com-
partmentalized organization of typical

The resource-
classroom teacher ‘coordination could
be assuaged through written job de-
seriptions and a clear delineation of re-
sponsibility on the IEP even though this

«sis not required by P.L. 94-142. These
measures protect teachers’ rights, pro-

vide a coordinated effort, and gain efti-
cient services for students. Special
educators should encourage parents to
share in the responsibility for their chil-
dren’s learning by planning 1EP team
meetings at convenient times and
specifying a clear and mcaningful role

" for the parents.

For efficiency the special educator
might prepare a preliminary 1EP draft
written in" conjunction with classroom
teachers. The faculty-parent ratio is aot
overbearing if one or two teachers rep-
resent the youth's regular classroom
experience. The LEA representative
should be the school psychologist for
initial placement or otherwise the diree-
tor of special services. principal, school
counselor, or-the chairperson of the
special services cemmittee. Coordi-

. nated roles for team membcrs should be

developed.

Community volunteers and aides
likewise need role clarification in im-
plementing IEPs. To gain commitment,
school personnel should provide clear
and meaningful expectations. training,
and reinforcement.

Support Systems

Issues. Without strong administrative,
fiscal, and attitudinal support,
mainstreaming and the IEP process uare
unlikely to be effective. Staff develop-
ment, clerical* assistance, and rein-

“forcement of teachers for additional ef-

forts regarding the IEP are sometimes
insufficient.

Resource teachers and I1EPs. de-
signed to support classroom teachers,
can become a hindrance if lack of coor-

dination or unusable information takes,

away from instructional tasks. Although
the least restrictive placement principle
of P.L. 94-142 requires that the child be
placed in an appropriate setting, some
students may be inappropriately placed
in the regular classroom in the name of
mainstreaming and cost redugtion.

“the severe learning disabled.

KRecommendations., Since monetary
compensation is not available for 1EP
writing and implementation, adminis-
trators must create other fories of rein-
forcement. Along with special educa-
tion support services. verbal praise is a
fundamental reinforcement. Teach¥rs
information necds coitld be met through
usetul, behaviorally-stated student pro-
files and a workable referral process.
Volunteers and aides could relieve

,g:achers of some clerical duties while
e

source-consultants provide assist-
ance in the basic subject areas. If
resource teachers dropped their
caseloads in'late May or early June to
write preliminary 1EPs, resource ser-
vices and instruction could begin with
regular classes the next fall. Teacher
morale is improved by allowing similar
amounts of early year planning time and
assistance in starting special needs stu-
dents off with adequate support, Central
office personnel should furnish mate-
rials, release time. and inservice,

A spectrum of service options for {EP
planning is essential for appropriate im-
plementation. While mainstreaming
mightbe'the goal for all students, special
class placement must be an option for
some
educable mentally handicapped. and the
emotionally handicapped students who
are disruptive to classmates’ learning.
Self-contained classes or half-day prog-
ram optinns recognize that there are
limits to the range of abilities that canbe
served in the regular classroom.
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Regular Classroom Téacher Involveméht in the
Develepment and Utilization of IEP’s

MARLEEN C. PUGACH

Professionals responsible for educating excep-
tional children have the opportunity, during
the development of the ingllvidualized educa-
tior program (IEP), to collaborate with parents
in planning effective instructional strategies and
requisite supportive services. Ideally, during
the IEP process, available knowledge regarding
a student's current level of performance is used
to determine specific and reasonable expecta-
tions for the coming year (The Educatior for
All Handicapped Children Act, Public Law 94-
142, Section 4(a)(19), 1975). The likelihood of
attaining such expectations, which are drafted
in the form of annual goals and short-term ob-
iactives. is maximized when IEP’s are devel-
oped by those individuals most familiar with
the settings -in which they will be imple-
mented.

The regular clascroom teacher is likely to be
the principal provider ofifistruction to mildly
handicappad .students classified as learning
disabled, educable mentally retarded, or be-
havior disordered {Rucker & Vaytour,.1978). It
is reasonable to assume, then. that the devel-
opment of an [EP for a mildly handicapped
student would reflect the joint participation of
regular and special education teachers, both of
whom have major responsibilities for instruc-
tion. However, in spite of their increased in-

structinnal responsibilities, it appears that reg--

ular classroom teachers are not actively involved
in IEP development for mildly handicapped
students (Goldstain. Strickland. Turnbull, &
Curry, 1980: Marver & David. 1978: Ruchker &
Vautour, 1978). While previous researchon IEP's
has documented the role of the regular class-
roomt teacher in the actual IEP meeting, the

current study was designéd to generate infor-

Exceptional Children

mation regarding the nature and’extent of reg-

ufar teacher involvemengin and utilization of °

IEP's for mildly handicapped students both priof
to.and following the initial IEP meeting.

SAMPLE

Thirty-three regular class elementary school
teachers from a midwestern school district with
a total enrollment of approximately 8.000 stu-
dents participated in the study. Resource

 teachers for learning disabilities are located in

» each of the 10 elementary schools in the dis-
trict, with resource teachers for behavior dis-
orders in two eleinentary schools. From the 10
schools, 49 teachiers were randomly selected
frotn all classroom teachers serving at least one
learning disabled or behavior disordered stu-
dent who was receiving resource rooin assisty

~_ance. Of the original sample, 29 were randomly

selected. to complete a questionnaire and 20
were asked to participate in an interview with
the same questionnaire serving as the interview
schedule. Twenty-nine teachers in the original
sample and four replacement subjects agreed
to participate: in all, 23 questionnaires and 10
interviews formed the data base. OFf the re-
spondents, 30 were female and 3 were male.

. PROCEDURE

The questionnaire consisted of 19 questions.
Five items requested demographic informa-
tion: years of teaching expecience. years at pre-
sent building. type of certification held. highest
degree earned, ond amount of inservie: tram-
ing related to IEP's. Eleven items requested spe-
cific data regarding planning for the instruction

Exceptional Children, Volume 48, Number 4. Copy-
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ofsmildly handicapped students, for example,
number of students served, number initially
referred by teacher, number of I[EP meetings
rttended, and whether goals and objectives were
written for student time in the regular class-
rrom. Two questions were five-point Likert
scales consisting of five items each and rated
on a scale from 5 (always) to 1 {never). The first
scale crncerned teacher involvement-in IEP-
development and the second concerned fre-
quency of teacher utilization of IEP’s. Items from
these scales appear in Tables 1 and 2. The sin-
gle opan-ended question elicited suggestions
for potential changes at the building level which
might encourage classroom teachers to take a
more active role in IEP development. Re-
sponses to the two rating scales were used to

-derive two scores for each respondent—one for

teacher involvement in IEP development and
ons for teacher utilization of IEP's. Also, a cor- *
relation matrix using Pearson’'s r was devel-
oped for 11 of the variables on the question-
naire.

RESULTS

Mean scores for each item on-the involvement
and utilization scales are shown in Tables 1
and 2. Analysis of the data shows teacher in-
volvement in IEP development mcst often oc-
curs by conferring with the special education
teacher (X = 4.45) and by providing informa-
tion regarding current levels of student per-

*formance (X = 4.36), but not on specific goals,

objectives, and support services nceded to im-
plement instructional programs. Of the teach-
ers, 52% had attended the most recent meeting
at which an IEP was initially developed or an-
nually reviewed; one teacher could not remem-
ber whether she had attended.an IEP meeting.
When they made the initial referral for a mildly
handicapped child, teachers were more likely
‘to attend the IEP meeting (r = .56, p < .01).

Of the subjects, 67% reported that no goals
or objectives were written in the IEP for the
time mildly handicapped students spent in their
classrooms; nine stated that goals and objec-
tives were writtgp for time in the regular class-
room, and two additional teachers did not know
whether or not they had been written. One
teacher had asked the resource teacher to in-
clude specific goals and objectives, but stated
she had never seen the IEP and was not really
sure if théy had been included.

- Several comments regarding involvement in
{EP development were made during interviews
and in responses to the open-ended question.
A number of teachers expressed concern that
the goals of the special and regular education
programs lacked coordination and that special
e fucation goals were rarely relate { to goals in
the regular classroom. While the goal of a reg-
ulat classrogm teacher wnay be to improve a
child’s group interaction skills, the special ed-
ucation teacher may be pritnarily interested-in
academic progress.-Différent reading programs
were sometimes used in special and regular

TABLE 1

Frequency of Response, Mean Score, and Standard Deviation for Five Items Describing Teacher
Involvement in IEP De\&elopmenl

Frequency !
Item Always Often. Sometimes Seldom Never X sh

Fill out forms about student’s

edtication program 11 2 1 14 2.84 1.82
Confer with special education teacher 20 10 1 2 0 4.45 83
Give information on current levels P

of student performance 19 11 1 0 2 4.36 1.03
Give information on goals and

objectives 7 10 7 4 6 3.27 140
Suggest support services to '

help implement instructional

programs 7 8 10 2 6 31.24 137

e

Note. Mot all 33 respondents answered each item.
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. ~TABLE2® *

Frequency of Response, Mean Score.and Stand;rd Deviation fer Five Items Describing Teacher .
' Utilization of 1EP's

N ) . . &
. W _ Frequency e
Time of Utilization Always Often  Sometimss Seldom . Never -}-(' SD

Prior to parent conferences 2 4 2 4 17 1.97 1.38
Prior to annual reviews 5 4 4 3 - 15 2.39 1.58
Prior to generating new .

instructional objectives 3 2 4 5 16+ 2.03 1.38,
Prior to informal meetings with ‘

special education teacher 2 0 8 5 17 1.79 1.18
Prior to filling out r§port card -2 ] 4 6 17 1.76 1.15

7

Note. Not all 33 ré'spondems answered each item.

classrocms stressing entirely different ap-
proaches to instruction without coordination
or explanation to the student. Regular class-
room teachers were sometimes asked to work
on specific skills deemed important only by the
resource teacher. Also, teachers felt they had
little input into decisfons regarding the amount
of time students spend with the resource teacher.

Three interviewees reported that they re-
ceived more specific assistance with regard to
instruction for visually and hearing impaired
students enrolled in their classes than for learn-
ing disabled or behavior disordered studéhts.
Those who were most satisfied with their level

of involvement in’ planning instructionat pro- -

grams for their mildly handicapped students
had frequent, informal contact with the re-
source teacher which constitutgd an almost daily
check on progress. A*major concern, cited by
52% of the respondents, was the lack of time
to make initial plans, develop IEP's with co-
ordinated goals for special and regular educa-

~“tion. and monitor instructional progress; little

formal time appeare%to be set aside for plan-’
ning.
The analysis of mean scores in Table 2 in-
dicates that teachers seldom utilized the IEP
document in planning or monitoring instruc-
tion for mitdly handicapped studénts. When
[EP's were consulted, it was most often prior
to annual reviews. Only 12% of the sample had
IEP's on file in their classrooms. An additional
18% added that, since IEP’s were on file. they
were available to ‘them on request. A correla-
tion of .40 (p < .05) was obtained relating de-
gree of utilization to number of [EP's on file.

’

>
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Teachers suggested in their comments that
copies of the IEP routinely skould be given,tc
the regular classroom teacher. Of the respond-
ents, 34% reported that the IEP was a useful
tool for, the special education eacher but not
for the classroom teacher. and only 15% said
that ulilizing the'1EP for; one mildly handi-
capped student had helped them to increase
the specificity of instruction for other students
as well. Those teachers who had participated
in inservice training related to IEP's had higher
utilization scores (r = .48, p < .01) than those-
who had not participated in some form of in-
sgrvice" training. Using scores derived from the

rating'scales for involvement and utilization, at

correlation of .37 (p < .05) was obtained, which
indicates only a slight relationship between
development and utilization of [EP's account-
ing for only about 14% of the variance. ',
e

DISCUSSION

The majority of teachers in this sample were
not systematically involved in developing [EP's
for students for whom they had major instruc-

. tional responsibility. While mean involvement

scores appear relatively high, conferring with
special education teachers and reporiing cur-
rent levels of student performance,contributed
most to the scores. These two procedures do
not necessarily represent a departure from

. practices in place prior to the implementation

of Public Law 94-142. Low levels of involve-
ment regarding sharing in setting goals and
objectives and specifving requisite support
services suggest that decisions made with re-

. 373
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spect to placement dnd direction of instruction
as documented in the IEP do not generally re-
flect the input of regular classroom teachers.
Since goals and objectives .are rarely written
for student time in the -regular classroom, typ-

ically the IEP does not reflect the total instruc-

‘tional program, but only that portion of instruc-

tion administered directly by special education

L Y
-

3. The degree to which IEP's are utilized, as .

well as the necessity of their utilization, re-
quires further study. It may be possible for
teachers to be involved in thé process with-
out using the docun'{ent itself, o, the doc-
. ument may be a tangible reminder of nsc-
essary instructional adaptations.
4, The issue of quality of involvement—as op-

teachers. It is unlikely that this approach pro-__* posed to quantity méasured by attendance

motes shared decision making or encourages
consistent curricular modification across in-
structional settings. '

A second conclpsion relates to the impor-
tance of regular classroom teacher attendance
at IEP meetings for mildly handicapped stu-
dents. It is unlikely, that coordinated instruc-
tional planning will-be achieved without the

presence of the classroom teacher at the [EP-

meeting. Teachers in this study routinely were
not included in the IEP meeting. Those IEP
meetings which were attended were usiially for

“students the teacher had initially referred:

however, only 34% of the mildly handicapped
students were first referrals, and it is question-
able whether the saime level of activity is main-
tained for students who continue in special
education from previous years.

With regard to utilization of IEP's, teachers
expressed little need to consult the document;
however, when teachers had-ready access to

" the IEP, it was more likely to be utilized.

" *Keeping in mind the limitations of this and
other [EP research, especially the use of small
sample sizes, the following recommendations
for researcn and practice are offered.

1. The fundamental principle of the planning
process should be the coordination of goals
in special and regular settings to remediate
student difficulties as efficiently as possi-
ble. Focusing on regular teacher involve-
ment in the entire process may increase
teacher commitment to providing appropri-
ate instruction to mildly handicapped stu-
dents as well as students with similar prob-
lems who < re not -identified.

2. The difference in teacher involvement for
newly referred students, in contrast to stu-
dents who are continuing to receive special
education services from previous years, needs
study. When students are “‘carried over” from
year to year, the new regular classroom
teacher may not be included in the annual
review and may have no systematic method
of giving input into planning for the coming
year.

374

at [EP mestings—has yet to be resolved, A
comparison of the quality of teacher in-
volvement in IEP meetings %here regular
teachers do and do, not participate in IEP
meetings would be instructive.

< Providing appropriate, high-quality educa-
tion to mildly handicapped students is a per-
sistenit problem for special education, and it is
the quality of assistance regular classroom?
teachers receive that will largely determine the
success of the current service delivery model.

" Classroom teachers should be included in the’

IEP process ‘equally whether students have
problems that are perceived to have exact, de-
finable solutions—as with visual or physical
impairments—or problems that may require
more' fundamental instructional/tnanagement
modifications, as with learning and behavior

" problems. The consistent practice of shared

program planning offers the greatest likelihood
of assuring adequate support for regular class-
room teachers to meet the challenge of edu-

- cating handicapped students. -
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-

'8 Among the most specific mandates contained within Pub-

lic Law 94-142 are those that refer to the required statements

. of dnnual goals and short-term objectives for'the individual-

ized education program (IEP). Adequacy in formulating goals
and objectives Is critical to the ltimate effectiveness of the
IEP, as noted by Larsen and Poplin (1980): “Perhaps more
than any other statement within the I.E.P. document, es<
tablishing annual goals and general objectives determines
the success of a handicapped child'§ education” (p. 223).
They added that “the objectives are by far the most useful
component of the chiid's I.E.P. for instructional personne!l"
(p. 276). :

WRITING IEP OBJECTIVES

The task of writing objectives is most often delegated to spe-
cial education teachers (Goldstein, Strickland, Turnbull, &
Curry, 1980; Turnbuli, Strickland, & Goldstein, 1978). They, in
turn, approach the task with varying degrees of contidence
and, for that matter, satisfaction. ' .

Special education teachers have come to usa various stra-
tegies to complete the IEP's. Some turn to computerized lists
of instructional objectives that school districts have compiied
for |EP purposes. Others may referto instructional objectives
banks that are commercially produced. Many teachers prefer
to compose their own goals and objectives, often relying on
curriculum guides or scope-and-sequence charts. Still others
derive objectives from an intuitive sense of “what should
come next.” .

’ ~

Py

This work was developed ‘under Grant No. G007905001/
446AH90330 with the U.S. Otffice of Education, Department
of Health, Education and Welfare. However, the opinions ex-
pressed herein do not necessarily reflect the position or policy
of that agency, and no official endorsement should be in-
terred.
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Regardless of the strategy used, teachers comment on the
ambiguity they confront when attempting to specify objec-
tives. This can be traced to several sources:.

1. Assessment data which is incomplete. in this instance, &
review of avallable data indicates a need for further tests
and subtests which were not perforined.

2. Assessment data which the teacher Is unable to interpret
for instructional purposes. In this instance, the ferminology
and test sophistication of the evaluator go beyond the
teacher's expertise. Clarification of the data betwaen
teacher and evaluator may be complicated by time con-
straints, attitudinal factors, and mutual training inade-
guacies that make it ditficult for the teacher to quickly -
grasp the nuances of assessment, as well as an inability:

of the evaldator to translate assessment information to .

provide direction for instructional planning.

3. Prevalence of confusing or empty jargon in assessment
data. Professionals ciffer among themselves and between -
disciplines in the ways they define and use terms. An
assessment profile may communicate significantly ditfer-
ent information depending on individual interpretation.
Variation in terminology affects both the development and
implementation stages of the IEP process.

4. Concern about formulating the kind of goal and objective
statements that will be usefui in the classroom setting.
Teachers express frustration about |IEP’s that have been
developed in -a procedurally satisfactory manner. but
which offer little guidance for instructional planning
(Tymitz, 19800b). '

Substantive weaknesses in the IEP are due in part to the
fact that teachers have been required to prepare and imple-
ment the documents before they have received training on
how to do so (Deno & Mirkin. 1980). Although there are nu-
merous lists of prepared objectives available, there is signiti-
cantly less information that helps the teacher learn the skilis
necessary to compose and assess interrelated goals and
objectives.

J_EL (5) March 1982
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As school personnel work ta solve the problems arising

N " from Inc-tequacies In assessment procedures and reports,

AN teachars :+ho are responsible for writing statoments of goals

* and objactives must simultaneously refine their skills. in a
study of teacher performance In writing |EP goals and objec-
tives, the most problematic area was teacher skill in gen-
erating statements that were logicaily and seqtientially re- -
lated (Tymitz, 1980a). Teachers stated that thoy were un-

“aware of strategles to evai:ate the adequacy of their written -

- statements. Recognition of commion pitfalls in-formulatirg
statements, as well as systematic evaluation of completed

. statements, can substantially contribute to their instructional

usefulness. ,

o

7

“

RECOGNIZING PITFALLS
1] . r\.

Shon-term objectives (STO's) are subordirate to goals and
should therefore reflegt a hierarchical relationship to the goal.
For ,example, a goal to improve skills in phonetic analysis
° should be accompanled by an objective that delineates a
subskill of phongtic analysis 'such_as pronouncing blends.
Similarly, d goal to improve cursive writing skills might be
¢ accompanied’by an objective emphasizing a subskill of for-
ming-lower-case curved letters. Written objectives that are not
'subordinate may reflect one or all of the followlng inade- -
quacies: v . C

Pitfall #1 The objective may be a restatement of the
goal, '

. " Example: Goal: Increase ability to complete’ story prob-
T lems at grade level. .

; STO: Given a variety of grade-level story prob-
lems, child wili complete 7 out of 10 with no
errors.

Even though goals and objectives may be worded differ-

ently, they may neverthgiess convey essentially the same

‘., content. This objective doss not delineate a subskill of solving
story problems such as .dentifying the mathematical oper-
ations or estimating sums. It suggésts remediation by means
of giving the child a task that he cannot do and merely low-
ering the standard of performance.

Writers of objectives frequently substitute principles of suc-
cessive approximatioh (i.e., graduxily increasing extent of
skill) for those of task analysis (identifying subcomponents of
a skill). Even with learners who are not highly motivated,
subskill mastery can lead to goal achievement more readtly
than manipulating the standard of performance.

Consider this example. To achieve the goal of increasing
rolier skating ability, it would be sorely inappropriate to begin
teaching the kill with the following:short-term objective: “Giv-
en the necessary equipment and setting, child will skate half
way down the incline without falling."” Rather, it would be more
appropriate to begin by teaching subskills such as balance,
ieft-right rolling motion, and stopping strategies. Beware of
statements that attempt to teach a skill by requiring the child
to perform that same skill in a limited fashion.

© TEACHING ExceptionaiChildren 10y

Pitfall #2: The objective may bs an Incomplete state-
ment,

Example: Goal: Increase ability to attend to oral direc-

tions.

STO: Given simple directions, student will re-
peat them and complete his assignments.

The three elements of a properly stated objectf‘ve include
the condition, performance, and standard (Mager, 1962).

This_condition is incomplete because It is unclear what Is
meant by "simple"” directions. What characteristics of the di-
rections wlil make them simple? What subskill is being em-
phasized? In this example, the standard has been omitted.
There is no Indication of how ‘vell or to what degree the
behavior must be demonstrated. '

It is equally important to ‘note that the condition and per-
formance statements are incorrect. The condition statemeht
should specificaily name the conceptual and/or physical ma-
terial to be used. Conceptual materials describe a subskill of
the goal (l.e., "Given a modei iu fallow ... ," "Given vocab-
ulary progressing from grades 1 to 3.... ). Physical materials
are named when a particular skill must be demonstrated with
specific equipment (l.e., “Given lined paper ... ." “Given a
dictionary ... ," "Given a metric ruler ... "). .

The performance statement describes what the student
must do, based on the condition. In the example given in
Pitfall #2, the performance statement includes more than one

* behavior. Thus, even If the standard were present, the behav-

ior to which the standard should be applied would be unclear.
Furthermore, the requirement that the student complete as-
signments goes beyond the focus of the goal. The student
may acquire the abliity tc repeat directions, but may remain

“unableto complete a task because of cognitive déficits. Con-
§equently, the assessment of the-ability to repeat directions
may be Incorrect. A more appropriate short-term objective for
the same goal might be: “Given directions which include two
separate cues, student will verbally repeat both cues cor-
rectly.”

Pitfall #3: The objective may actually be a description
of an e.tivity.

Example: Goal' Increase expressive language acquisi-
tion.

{ * STO: Given a worksheet with pictures of toys
+ and food, child will name ail toy pictures with
100% accuracy.

Although this statement incorporates the condition. per-
formance, and standard, it does not represent an approp: iate
short-term objective for IEP purposes. Beware of statements
that read-like STO's but are actually descriptions of single
instructional activities. Typically, such statements create un-
usually lergthy IEP's. A more appropriate short-term objec-
tive for the same goal wouid be: "Given pictured stimuli of
categories of common nouns, child will corectly identify by
naming pictures spontaneously.”
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FIGURE"

Checkilist for Evaluation of Goals and Objectives

o
1. Does the goal statement refer to, target areas of; OR Have | written a goal which is unrelated to remediation
deficit? needs described in present level of performance and
assessment ipformation?
2. Glven the assessment data, Is It probable that this  OR Is the goal so broad that it may take two or more years
goal could be achieved In a year (i.e., annuai pe . to accomplish?
rivd for the IEP)? g
3. Does the goal contain observable terms with an  OR Have | used words which fail to accurately describe the
identified target drea for remediation? problem area or direction | am taking?
4. Have goals been written for each area of deficit? OR Do | have dangling data (data which Indicates a need
: . for remediation but has been overlooked)?
5. Is the scope.of the objective appropriate? OR Have | written any objectives that encompass the entire
. year, thus making them annual goals?
6. Do the objectives describe a subskill of the goal? OR Have | failed to determine the hierarchy needed to
' - teach the skill? .
’ e Did | simpiy rephrase the goal statement?
e Did | describe a terminal skill, but only less of it?
7. Arg the objectives presentedin a sequential order? OR Have | listed the objectives in random order, unrelated
to the way the skill would logically be taught?
8. Do'the objectives show a progression through the OR Do the objectives emphasize only one phase of a par-
skill to mest the goal? ticular skill?
9. Does the objective contain an ‘appropriately stated OR Have | failed to describe the exact circumstances under
condition? : which the behavior is to occur?
e Have | described irrelevant or extaneous materi-
als?
e Does the condition refer to an isolated classroom
> activity ?
10. Does the objective contain an appropriately stated OR Is the mode of parformance (e.g.. orai) different from
performance using observable terms? the desired goal (e.g., written)?
11. Does the objective contain an appropriately stated OR Is the standard unrelated to the assessment informa-
standard? tion and level of performance? '
e Am | using the performance statement as a stan-
dard?
e Am | using percentages when the behavior re-
quires alternative ways to measure?
e Have | chosen arbitrary percentages?
200 March 1982
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This STO permits a numbser of instructional activities to be
generated. Thelr exact nature can be geared to the child's
level of progress. interests, and avallabla materials, Thus, the
child could ba given a range of vocabulary words to practice
within a variety of formats, such as worksheets, flashcards,
picture books, or film.

Such a written statement meets the implicit purpose of
objectives for the IEP. it addresses the reality that handi-
capped children-often require repeated presentations of infor-
mation employing alternative approaches. Which approach
will be successful may not be known at the time the IEP Is
being developed. Objectives should be assessed for degree
of latitude in delivering instruction to meet them.

EVALUATING WRITTEN OBJECTIVES

Research on the substantive adequacy of IEP’'s remains lim-
Hed (Anderson, Barner, & Larson, 1978; Deno & Mirkin,
*1980). Whether classroom instruction is (or can be) en-
hanced by the IEP Is a corresponding concern. At one level
it is clear that an IEP conta‘ning poorly written goals and
objectives has little potential for guiding appropriate in-
struction. It is also true that recognizipg the inadequacy of
goals and objectives can be demanding, since some dis-
tinctions may be quite subtie. Figure 1 provides guldelines for
that task in the form of a checklist.

W3

REACHING THE ULTIMATE GOAL

increasingly, as we identify and apply more efficient, effective
strategles to improve the Instructional utility of the individu-
alized education program, goals and objectives wil' begin to
@ddress the mandate implied in providing appropriate edu-
cation for handicapped children. Once these goals and objec-
tives are properiy defined and formulated, the real work of the

)

teacher In delivering instruction begins. While the guidelines

addressed in this discussion are nota panacea for all aspecis

of IEP instructional delivery, they can substantially facilitate
critical first steps in Individualizing instruction for special
needs children,
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Issues Regarding the IEP:
Teachers on the Front Line

JOSEPHINE HAYES
SCOTTIE TORRES HIGGINS

Each school year brings with it significant
dates to be placed on the calendar by profes-
sionals. This school year and next, two dates
emerge as being-critical for any professional
who provides special education or related ser-
vices to handicapped children. The first
significant date, last October 1, 1977, has
come andgone. On that date anindividualized

- education program {IEP) had to be developed

for each eligible handicapped child in order to
be counted for purposes of funding in com-
pliance with the Education for All Handi-
capped Children Act of 1975, Public Law
04-142. The forthcoming date to remember
will be September 1, 1978. On that date each
local, intermediate, and state education
ageney must provide a free, appropriate pub-
lic education to each handicapped child or
stand in violation of the rights and protec-
tions set forth under federal law, the Educa-
tion for All Handicapped Children Act and
Section 504 of the Vocalional Rehabilitation
Act of 1973, Public Law 93-112.

The October date has passed. As the new
year begins, il is critical to look to September
and identify what changes have beenmade for
handicapped children and what changes yet

remain so that they will be afforded the rights .

Exceptlional Children
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guaranteed in federal law. Professionals on
the front line must respond in order to fulfili
their responsibilities.

Since the passage of Public Law 94-142 in
late November 1875, education agencies have
undergone numerous policy and procedural
changes. These changes have in turn gener-
ated considerable dialogue, both positive and
negative, in communities and in faculty
lounges across the country. The key elements
of Public Law 94-142 are oftlen misunderstood
or little attempt is made lo relale those key
elements to the IEP. This asticle addresses
this concern and explores how Public Law
94-142 makes teachers responsible and
accountable for assuring that each handi-
capped child receive the required special
education and related services set forth in the
IEP.

Federal IEP Requirements

Public Law 94-142 requires that eacheligible
handicapped child receive an education
designed to meet that child’s unique learning
needs. This specially designed instruction
must be provided at no cost to the parents. In
fact, the statute specifically requires the de-
velopment of the IEP in order that the handi-
capped child receive an appropriate educa-
tion. Therefore, the IEP becomes the
cornerstone of the law and the management
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- classes.

tool that parents, teachers, and other profes-
sionals, as well as the eligible student, can
refer to when questions arise concerning re-
sources or educational goals.

Section 504 of the Vocational Rehabili-
tation Act of 1973 states that the IEP, as
required in Public Law 94<142, is one way to
document assurance of an appropriate educa-
tion. While we know that a written document
must be produced according to federal
requirements for every handicapped child,
this requirement is not necessarily new.

Many states have had some requirements to-

provide an individualized énd appropriate or
suitable education for a number of years.
However, for teachers no doubt experiences
have occurred over the past year where many
procedures have changed for identifying and
placing handicapped students. Teachers can
get discouraged as an administrationchanges
procedures that result in new or revised
reports from new teaching staff. Therefore,
teachers must be cognizant of the critical
requirements of federal law and understand
how those impact on their professional
behivior. For that reason, several significant
components of Public Luw 94-142 have been
selected for discussion here.

Least Restrictive Environment

One provision of Public Law 94-142 is the
concept of placement of a child in the least re-
strictive environment. Too often educators
interchange this new term with an old one—
mainstreaming, Public Law 94-142 is not a
mainstreaming law. The term mainstreaming
does not appear in the law. Yet, this term has
often evoked confusion in the profession and
averreaction from the education community
as a whole. If the term mainstreaming is
phased out because of the different interpre-
tations for everyone hearing and using it, reg-
ular educators may have a clearer under-
standing of what appropriate education for
handicapped children in the least restrictive
environment means. A word change alone is
not enough.

Teachers must consciously change their
thinking on how handicapped children
receive special education and related ser-
vices, Historically, children who required
special educalion were pulled out of the regu-
lar program and put into self contained
This was too often an all or nothing
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“approach since children either fit the program

or they did not qualify for services. As early
as 1961, Deno's (1974) cascade of services

~ showed us that the continuum concept must

be in effect in order to assure a range of ap-
propriate options. The least restrictive envi-
ronment provision requires that placement
decisions be made on the basis of the individ-
ual's needs. Nochildcan be removed from reg-
ular class participation any more than is ap-
propriate for that child and Public Law
94-142 requires documentation in the IEP of
the extenttowhich thechildcan participate in
the regular program. :
For many years, handicapped chlldren were
denied participation in regular physical edu-
cation or vocational education programs.
Annually, many teachers would negotiate
with theircolleagues to permit access for their
handicapped students to these programs. The
federal laws now guarantee that a handi-
capped student can not be discriminated
against and must have access, where appro-
priate for the child, to physical education and
vocational education programs, specially
designed if necessary. In addition, the least
restrictive environment provision means that
handicapped children have access to the va-
riety ‘of educational programs .and services
available to nonhandicapped children euch as
art, music. industrial arts, and consumer and
homemaking education. For teachers, this
expands the programing options for their
handicapped student on a systematlc rather

- than random basis.

Procedural Safeguards

Due Process. A second requirement of federal
provisions regards the necessary procedural
safeguards established to ensure that handi-
capped students receive a free, appropriate
public education. Reinforcing Constitutional
guarantees, Public Law 94-142 sets forth
procedures to ensure that due process is
afforded each handicapped child at every
point educational decisions are made. As soon
as a child is referred for potential special edu-
cation and related services, parents and
teachers must be involved. Teachers who
either initiate the referral and/or currently
teach the child must document what interven-
tions in learning have occurred for that child
and identify the child's education strengths
and weaknesses. As new assessments are

11
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conducted, the parents must beinfoymed as to
what information will be collected and how
that information will be used. School district
personnel have, over the past few years, made
significant progress in informing parents of
what is being done "to" their child, Emphasis
needs to be placed on the "whys." When par-

-ents and teachers work together from the

point of referral, few surprises occur as the
IEP is developed.

Due process affords parents the right to a
hearing if they disagree with the written IEP.
When this occurs, and the procedures vary
from state to state, the appeals process be-
gins. The child shall remain in the current
placement until a decision is rendered as to

+ the appropriate program for the child. Just as

teachers must be involved as the IEP is devel-
oped, they may also be involved when that
IEP is being appealed. Minimally, the educa-
tional assessment information and reports
that teachers have written become part of the
evidence used &t the hearing. In some instan-
ces, teachers will be requested to appear in
support of the professional reports made.
Occasionally this request to appear comes
from the parents rather than the administra-
tion. A teacher’s role has been and must con-
tinue to be to make sound professional deci-
sions and professional judgments for each
handicapped child. If these recommenda-
tions are judicious, then no teacher should
have cause to worry about the hearing pro-

"cess. It is important to retain the child-

advocate perspective rather than engage in
adversarial relationships.

Confidentiality. Another procedural safe-
guard ensures the confidentiality of all the
reports and records pertinent totheeducation
of each hangdicapped child. While the IEP and
all of the:documents used to develop the IEP
are confidential, parents and the child of
majorily age must be informed of theirright to
request “access to all such records. This has
implications for how each teacher will re-
cord, store and retrieve all personal and
professional records.

Personnel Development

A third provision of Public Law 94-142 has
direct implications for every regular and spe-
cial educator working with handicapped chil-
dren. Each local education agency must spec-

Exceptional Children
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ify in writing the procedures tc be used in the
local implementation of the comprehensive
system of personnel development established
by thestate education agency. Essentially, the
federal law requires thatinservice trainingbe
provided to both regular and special educa-
tors "and that activities gufficient to carry out
this personnel development plan are sched-
uled” (Public Law 94-142, Final Regulations,
Sec. 121a.380, 1977). Teachers must have
input into the planning and designing of the
personnel development activities so that the
inservice training will be relevant to teacher
needs. The entire process of developing IEP's
requires some expanded roles and responsi-
bilities of teachers. Competencies and skills
required by teachers to successfully develop
and implement each IEP may be a major area
identified for purposes of professional devel-
opment,

The policy areas of Public Law 94-142 pre-
sented here were selected to identily teacher
issues that are peripheral to but necessary
requirements of individualizéd education
programs. Many changes regarding I1EP's
have occurred in schools to date. Teachers
must review the basic IEP requirements to
ascertain who must meet to develop the IEP
and determine what constitutes a written doc-
ument.

Y

Meeting to Develop the IEP
The purpose of developing the IEP is to set

forth in writing a commitmen! of resources -

that indicates what special education and
related services will be provided to meet each
handicapped child's unique needs. The IEP is
a management tool that allows parents,
teachers, and administrators to know what
educational services have been committed.
The purpose of an IEP is not to plan the total
instruction of the handicapped child. Good
instructional planning on a day to day and
week 1o week basis is not a new phenomenon
to competent teachers. Caution must be
exercised that teachers and othersupport per-
sonnel recognize the distinction between
instructional planning and the requirements
as set forth in federal law that become the
individualized education program (Torres,
1977 a, b. c). Otherwise, teachers may be
trapped into documenting too much informa-
tion in the meeting to develop the IEP. Public
Law 94-142 (1975) requires that the IEP be
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" developed in any meeting by a representative of
the loca! educational agency or an intermediate
educationsl unit who shall be gualified to pro-
vide. or supervise the pravision of, specially
designed instruction to meet lhe“unique needs of
handicapped children, the teacher, the parents or
guardian of such child, and whenever appropri-
ate, such child. (Sec. 4{a})(4)(18))

Translating this federal requirement into
practice requires decisions to be made at the
local level regarding teacher participation in
the IEP meeting. Difficulty in teacher partici-
pation in the development of an IEP fre-
quently comes.about in two ways. First,many
state and local education agencies have
tacked the IEP meeting on top of an already
existing gystem of evaluating and placing
handicapped children. The results too fre-
quently find a cadre of people assembled
including health care ‘personnel, psycholo-
gists, social w..kers, administrators, perhaps
each teacher that wdrks with the child. and
the parents.

The second difficully regarding teacher
pamcnpatlon occurs more ‘often at the sec-
ondary level. Typically, a student may have
four or five regular education teachers as well
as at least one special educator. Which
teacher(s) should be designated to participate
in the 1EP development? 'I'he authors would
insist that those decisions must bemadeona
per child basis, with priority given to the
teacher(s) who has the primary responsibility
for implementation of the IEP. Recognizing
thal often the logistics of release tinve during
school hours is a complex problem, particu-
larly at the secondary level, the federal law
does not require that all of the child's teachers
develop the IEP. Clearly, some mechanism
. must exist for two way communication
involving all IEP implementers to guarantee
an exchange of relevant information. It is crit-
ical for teachers to have input into and under-
stand the policy and procedures used in their
district governing appropriate teacher partic-
ipation.

The Written IEP

As each teacher knows by now, the content
requirements of the IEP as set forthin Section
4{a)(4)(19)(A-E) of Public Law 94-142 (1875)
are straightforward. Each IEP must be writ-
ten and must contain statements regarding
the following information:
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1, Child's present levels of educational pefor-
. mance.

2. Annual goals, xncluding short term’

instructional objectives.

3. Specific special education and related ser-

viees to be provided to the child and the

extent to which the child will be able to
participate in regular educational pro-
grams. -

Projected dates for initiation and duration

of services. _

5. Appropriate objective criteria and evalu-
ation procedures and schedules for
determining, on at least an annual basis,
whether the short term instructional objec-
tives are being achieved. .

4

The responsibility for accomplishing the
actual writing task itself is not federally leg-
isluted. Alternative arrangements may be
made for recording the information. This task
is not necessarily a teacher responsibility.
Teacher input intodistrict procedures regard-
ing this responsibility is desirable. It is criti-
cal to remember that the IEP document is hot
totally new as a result of Public Law 984-142,
In fact, 27 states have had for several years
some sort of requirements for a written docu-

ment for each handicapped child. (CEC Policy

Research Center, 1977.)

Accountabliity and Teacher Advocacy

Much anxiety arises as teachers frequently
perceive the IEP as an accountability measure
that can be used against them if the student
does not attain the specified annual goals or
short term objectives.

Itis imperativein viewingthe IEP as aman-
agement tool that teachers, parents, and
administrators realize that specific re-
sources (l.e.. time, personnel, money) are
being committed by the education agency to

the handicapped child vis-a-vis the IEP, But

what about teacher liability for student mas-
tery of skills? Puhlic Law 94-142 does not

require that any teacher, agency, orother per- °

son be held accountable if a child does not
achieve the growthprojected in the IEP. Clari-
fication in the commentary that accompanies
the regulations of Public Law 84-142 states
that the intent is

to relieve concerns that the individualized pro-
gram constilules 4 guaraniee by the public

11,
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agency nnd the teacher lh"ul n child will progress
at a specified rate. However, this section does not
relieve agencies and terchers {rom making good
faith efforts to assist the child in achieving the
objectives and goals listed in the individualized

education program. Further, the section does not

limit a parent's right to complain and ask for
revisions of the child's program. or to invoke due
process procedures, if the parent feels that these

“efforts are not being made. (Public Law 94-142, |

Final Regulations, Se:. 121a.348 (Comments),
1977)

" While teachers may not be held responsible
for pupil attainment of the annual goals and
short term objectives, teachers are now, more
than ever, in a situation where they can posi-
tively advocate for those services they need as
required and specified in the child's 1EP.

However, as child advocates, teachers must

be tognizant of the potential conflict they are
placed in when having to confront the systen.
When evidence of program weaknesses or
lack of services promised exists, the teacher,
who is on the front line, i{s usually the first
person to recognize the breakdnwns in the
system. It is at this point that teachers must
place their responsibility to the children they
serve ahead of all other concerns by responsi-
bly advocating for the necessary remedies.
Perhaps the most appropriate style of advo-
cacy can be termed cooperative advocacy
whereby all parties (i.e., teachers, adminis-
trators, suppnrt pérsonnel, parents) contrib-
ute to make the system responsive to.the child
and ensure that the resources committed in

" the IEP are provided. . .

The quality of educational services for
handicapped children resides in the abilities,
qualifications, and competencies of the
personnel who provide those .services.
Prrlessionally trained and competent
personnel engaging in positive public rela-
tions with parents, with other educators, and
in the community at large are a force not to be
dismissed lightly. _

In the months to come, many opportunities
for the exercise of teachers' most persuasive
efforts to protect children's best interests will
undoubtedly present themselves. Special
educators will have the responsibility to
share their specialized knowledge concerning
handicapped children. They must ba respon-
sive as regular educators struggle with the
implications that the least restrictive envi-

ronment has on their class. Special ednzators
¢
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must be able to explain why the child does not
have to be removed from the regular class
unless there are compelling reasons for doing
so. Teachers must advocate for appropriate
resources needed as a result of [EP require-
ments for special education and related ser-
vices rather than being forced to make rec~
ommendations based on existing categorical
programs.. Finally, teachers must work
toward changing attitudes about special edu-
cation by focusing on the eduedtional and
dévelopmental needs of handicapped -chil-

. dren (CEC, 1978). These ‘issues ‘must be

positively integrated into all aspects of
professional activities in orderto protect each
handicapped child's right to a free, appropri- -
ate public education. Unless these rights are
protected now, then potentially much may be
lost later at the collective bargaining table.

‘Changing Roles and Responsibilities

With the.changing times, modern technology,
and the age of accountability, itis particularly
important that teachérs understand how their
roles have changed and their responsibilities
héve increased. It is no longer enough to know
how to competently work with students and
guide their learning. Teachers must be
informed, knowledgeable, and responsible to
assure that they are contributing to the free,
.appropriate public education that each hand-
icapped child is now guaranteed.
Consequently, teachers must be informed .
regarding thechild rights and protections that
exist. They havethe right to be kept informed
on relevant interpretations made by the
courts or by policymakers at the federal,
state, or local level that impact on a teacher's
role in developing and implementing the IEP.
They have the right to inservice training to
prepare themselves for IEP participation.
Tenchers have the right to know current
administrative procedures employed in their
edu:ation agency and they need to under-
stand how to impact on that system to effect
posilive and appropriate educational ser-
vices through the IEP for each handicapped
child. To that end, teachers also have the
responsibility to Seek out accurate and relia-
ble information from a variety of sources
regarding their professional rights and
responsibilities in the development and
implementation of the IEP. Because second
hand information can semetimes be incom-
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plete. misleading, or even faulty, teachers -
have a responsibility to collect accurate infor-.

mation. Nothing serves to erode a profession-
al's credibility faster than inagcurate infor-
mation. '

HGCOOUICCO

There exists today a myriad of information
regarding federal, state, and local policy
requirements for the appropriate education of
handicapped students. It is recommended

that teachers make use of a variety of sources

to obtain information that is most relevant to
them. Their professional organization, The
Council for Exceptional Children, has and
will continue to make available to profession-
als and parents accurate information and pol-
icy interpretations. The authors have identi-
fied several policy documents that every
teacher should have and should be familiar
with, Minimally, these are as follows:

1. Public Law 84-142 and Section 504 of Pub-
lic Law 93-112. Copies of both th : federal
statutes and regulations may be obtained
from a local congressperson. Teachers

should read firsthand what others are

interpreting for them.,

2. Acopyofthestate's special educationlaws
and regulations.

3. A copy of the 'ocal application, which may
be obtained from a special education
administrator. Public Law 94-142 requires
that each education agency assure to the
state that a free, apprdpriate public educa-
tion is provided every eligible handi-

capped child. A description of the policy.

methods and procedures musi be de-
scribed. T'eachers may want to pay partic-
ular attention to the following sections:
facilities, personnel, and services; person-
nel development (inservice training);
parent involvement; IEP; procedural safe-
guards; and participation in cegular educa-
tion programs.

4. The state plan, which may be obtained
from the state department of education.
Euch state education agency certifies tothe
federal government the assurancesthatev-
ery handicapped child in the stateis receiv-
ing appropriate special education and
related services. Teachers may want to
review the following sections to determine
where their district stands in relation to
the rest of the state: comprehensivesystem
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of personnel development; IEP; procedural -

safeguards; least restrictive environment;
and identification, location, and evalu-
ation of handicapped children. Teachers
may request permission to Xerox these sec-
tions or write to their state consultant for
these portions. ¢

A comparison of the above pclicy docu-
ments will enable teachers to oetter under-
stand the background behind administrative
decisions; the intent of school policy; and the
distinction between federal, state, and local

requirements in order to better advocate for -

policy change or better implementation as
needed.

Conclusion

In the final analysis, it must be remembered-

that professionals themselves, both directly

and through professional organizations, have .
largely influenced landmark federal legisla- -

tion. While selected issues relating to the indi-
vidualized education program have been dis-
cussed, others have yet to be identified. What
remains to be known as September ap-
proaches is how teachers on the front line will
continue to respond to the IEP mandates of
Public Law 84-142.
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INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PROGRAMS A LOOK AT REALITIES

y Barbara Nadler and Ken Shore

Studies of the process of. preparing
individualized educational programs in-
dicate that nationwide there is consider-
able variabjlity in the ways this require-
ment of Rublic Law 94-142 is being met
(Marver & David, 1979) Many local educa-
tional agencies have reported substantial
difficulties in meeting IEP requirements,
and some educators have pressed for
legisiative changes. Edwin Martin, Deputy
Commissioner of the Bureau of the
Education for the Handicapped, caution-
ed that such changes would be pre-
mature and might add to, rather than
minimize the confusion. The pressure to
meet the requirements of the law may be
great, but “we should not succumb to

pulling up this tender plant to look at the

roots"” (Martin, 1979).

This articie will examine some of the
potential obstacies to the successful
preparation and use of individual educa-
tion programs and propose some ways of
resolving the problems. The observations

are derived from the authors’ involvement

in a recent project funded by the Bureau
of the Education for the Handicapped
(Sagstetter, 1977; Nadler & Shore, 1979) to
examine practical issues related to the
development and implementation of IEPS,
as well as the authors' experiences as a
special educator and a schooi psychoio-
gist.

The aim of the project was to solicit
the views of persons most directly in-
volved in and affected by the IEP process
with the hope that these views would be
considered in writing rules and regula-
tions. The 175 persons interviewed in-
cluded parents, students, teachers, ad-
ministrators, and support persomni.=! from
8 locat school districts out of a total >f ap-
proximately 600 districts in the state As a
result of analyzing the interview data,
consistent then es and patterns emerged
regarding potential barriers to the suc-
cessful development and use of IEPs.

Teacher Involvement

The greatest obstacle to successful use
ot individualized educational plans ap-
peared to be the absence of involvement
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of the teacher in-its development. The
teacher is ultimately the person who is
responsibie for carrying out the pian and
thus is critical to Its development.
Numerous teachers interviewed told of
educational plans which were written
without consideration for the constraints
and variables operating in the classroom
and thus did not prove very useful. The
teacher must be involved in a more than
casual way to ensure that the IEP does
not become merely a paper document.

A teacher who has participated in
the design of the IEP is more likely to put
into practice and be capable of guiding a
program which he/she has had some role
in developing. This involvement creates
understanding as well as a sense of
responsibility for goals and objectives.
One special education supervisor was so
adamant on the importance of teacher in-
volvement that she suggested that state
rules and regulations specify that the
teacher be charged with responsibility for
physically writing the individual program
documents.

Perhaps this suggestion seems ex:
treme, but in many districts teachers were
oniy superficially involved, if at all, in the
development ot the educational plan. Al-
though the federal law -nandates their in-
volvement, experience: with other special
education legisiation suggests that any
legislative mandate can be easily sub-
verted in its application (Weatherley &
Lipsky, 1976). A recent report by the Na-
tional Association of State Directors of
Special Education (NASDSE) indicates

11y
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that “teachers are becoming disen-
chanted-with the planning team process
due td small participation roles relative to
the dominant roles administrators and
school psychologist types have taken”
(1978, p. 2).

While teacher involvement was uni-
formly recognized as essential, this par-
ticipation must extend beyond passive
observation. Teaching staff must be_ -
allowed sufficient time or scheduling flex:
ibility to participate fully, as well as to
receive adequate training to contribute
constructively. , Evidence suggests that
these time and training requirements are
not being met in many districts (NASDSE,
1978). It is our belief that the success of
the IEP will vary directly with the degree
to which the teacher is centrai to the pro-
cess of the IEP development.

Such a change wili require a support
system that in many districts is inade-
quate. in addition, this primary role for the
teacher will require a change in focus for
the child-study team*® and a reorientation
of the teacher's role. In New Jersey. the
child-study team has traditionally assum:
ed the role of writing educational plans.

Perhaps a rfiore reatistic and rele-
vant function for its members would be to
serve as consullants to teachers in
teachers' attempts to formulate the IEPS.

'Chlld Study Team s the term ysed in New
Jersey to refer o a team consisting of at least
a psychologist, learning consultant, and
soctal worker The majot tesponsstalittes of
this team have typically included evaluation,
classificalion, and ptacement
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----+ A reorientation of the team to a con---

sulting role reflects not a diminished role
for child-study team personpel, but rather
mébvement in the direction of a service
which is significantly lacking and sorely
needed. Indeed, the most common com-
plaint regarding child-study team services
voiced during the interviews was the lack
of involvement of team' members beyond
that of placement. Many school person-
nel commented on what they viewed as
the absence of any meaningful contact
~with child-study team members and ex-
pressed a desire for increased consulta-
tion services. Interestingly, child-study
" team members often expressed frustra-
" tion regarding the almost exclusive use of
their time for classification activities, with
the result that little or no time was
avaliable for consultation and prevention
programing.

Increased involvement of teachers in
the IEP process holds the protential for
other benefits to the educational system.
More opportunities for staff .interaction
could minimize the separatism that has
+ existed between child-study teams and
other school personnel a problem which
has often interfered with services to

— — handicapped children.

- -The changes that will be required ‘0 make

educational systems more responsive to
the needs of children demand flexibility in
thIkag

Lack of Parent/Child
Involvement .

Many persons viewed the requirement
that parents assume an active role In the
development of the |EP as imposing a
burden on the process. Parents were seen
as poorly equipped to contributé to the
development of the IEP and it was believ-
ed that their inclusion would inhibit the
process. Nonetheless, it is our contention
that their exclusion from the process
would be more detrimental than any in-
conveniences and challenges posed by
their participation. *

If the IEP is to be a comprehenslve
document which reflects various ways of
understanding the child, parents must be
seen as valuable sources of information
rather than as adversaries to be appeased
or avoided. They can provide insights
regarding the child's background as wel!
as describe the child's strengths and
weaknesses. Such knowledge is in-
valuable-in -writing -objectives and devis-

Involving parents may require yeorman efforts, but in the
long run, the value of their participation will outweigh
whatever efforts .are expended.

While teacher organizations have
consistently called for the involvement of
teachers in critical decision-making pro-
cesses, it seems that the mandated inciu-
sion of teachers under federal law in the
IEP process has created some degree of
resistance.

Comments regardmg violations of
contractual agreements and unrealistic
demands were not uncommon. Teachers
will obviously need to have additional
resources provided in terms of materials,
peopie, time, and training in order to par-

ticipate as effective members of the IEP

committee; however, what may be more
important is a reorientation in thinking by
teachers as to the "nature of their role . .

from that of providers of instruction to in-
structional managers” (Safer, et al., p. 32).

:‘ln‘JCATION UNLIMITED

ing strategies for intervention. Concern of
school officiais that parents may not be
competent to help deveiop an IEP may be
unwarranted in light of parents' general
recognition of theii owr: "'mitations. Most
parents interviewed said tiiat while they
can provide useful information regarding
their chiid, they believed that the deter-
mination of goals, objectives, and instruc-
tional methods is a more appropriate
function for educators.

Parental involvement on the IEP
team has additional benefits. The ex-

perience of helping to develop a program

for their child may aid parents in under-
standing the educational process and
may suggest to them ways to work with
the child at home. In addition, parental in-
voivement on. the |EP team provides a
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communication link between the parents
and the school, and increases the
likelihood that parents wiil become involv-
ed in other educational areas.

In light of the advantages &t parental
involvement on the IEP team, ways need’
to be found to make parents more wiiling
and better able to participate’ in the pro-
cess. Interviewees offered numerous
ways of increasing both the quantity and
quality of parent participation, including
suggestions that educators communicate
with parents in more understandable,

- jargon-free terms; that parent advocates

accompany parents to the IEP meetings;

- that schools conduct programs to en-

hance parents' understanding of the-
educational *process; and that more
social workers be employed In districts
where parents, because of lack of trans-
portation, work schedules, or other
reaSons, have difficulty in participating in
the IEP process. While it is recognized
that involving parents may require
yeoman efforts, particularly in certain ur-
ban areas, in the long run the vaiue of
their participation will outweigh whatever
efforts are expended.

The law also envisions that children,

~where appropnate be included in the

development of the individual programs.
Nonétheless, a recent report indicates
that students' participation in the plan:
ning process is virtually nonexistent
(Schipper & Wiison, 1978). While there are
unquestionably cases in which it would
be inappropriade for children to par-
ticipate in the [EP process, there are
many handicapped youngsters, par-

"ticularly older students, who can con-

tribute constructively. |f children are in-
volved in the development of the program,
it is reasonable to expect that their
“ownershlp" of the program will enhance -
the likelihood of success.

Lack of Skills

The IEP process presumes that team

" members possess skills that interviewing

revealed were not present. Success in
writing and implementing IEPS demands
a variety of skiils, including “performing
educatio:.~l assessments, identifying and
projecting appropriate goals and objec- -
tives, writing annual goals and short term
objectives, collecting data, managing in-
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dividualized classroom Instruction, and
communicating with parents" {(Safer, -et

al., 1978, p. 29). Yet it is precisely these -

skills in which many educators are defi-
cient. Perhaps it would be appropriate for
these professionals to develop |EPs for
themselves as a means of improving their
own skills. _
There has been an implicit assump-
tion that training is required for some per-
sons but not for ali. Results for interview-
ing Indicated that no group was uniformly
proficient in the process, and, therefore,

inservice training for all personnel-and in’

a variety of ways will be required. Ex-
amination of state plans indicates that a
wide array of training actjvities has been
initiated. However, there appears to be a
disproportionate distribution of training
for particular groups; i.e. far greater
numbers of parents and teachers than
support or administrative personnel are
being trained (United States‘Department

of Heaith, Education and Weifare, 1979).

Compounding the problems is that “Much
of’ inservice teacher education ... is
devoted to the superficialities of filling
out the forms and like matters. There Is a
need to direct activities beyond mere sur-

face requirements” (Reynolds, p. 29).

Inservice is traditionally offered In
the form of workshops and conferences.
The interactive process between and
among people Is perhaps even more im-
portant for skill development. The inter-
action required for successful develop-
ment of the |IEP provides participants with

-opportunities to learn from one another. A

model which values the contributions of
ali encourages- interdisciplinary learning.
Child-study team members, for example,
can learn from teachers as well as share
with them thei, expertise. The exchange
of ideas enhances the proficiency of each
individual member, and more importantly,
contributes to the development of a better
program.

An expanding emphasis on con-
sultation affords additional opportunities

for individualized service. While consulta- -

tion is usually viewed a$ support service
to an individual for a specific problem,
Reschely (1976) has suggested that con-
sultation can increase the client's com-
petence in dealing with similar problems
in the future; can increase ability to apply
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While classification has been the basis for tunding pro-
grams, the process seems to have become an end in

itself.

i

mental health concepts; and can increase
competence in functioning within the
organization. Thus, a specific consulta-
tion can have an impact beyond the im-
mediate situation by fostering skill
development which can be appiied_to
other situations.

Lack of Resources

Many persons interviewed said there is a
need for more personnel and additional

funding. While these factors may be".

regarded as requiremefnts for success,
another perspective suggests that a

help to resolve these problems.
As an example, consider the use of
child-study team members, By emphasiz-

enhance the possibility that teachers wiil
develop the skills necessary to address
many of the problems for which thay are
now Initiating referrals. The long-term out-

come of such a deveiopment may be a

significant reduction in the number of
referrals and the need for complete
evaluations. This would tree valuable time
for child-study members to do further con-
sultation, monitor the IEP process, and
develop preventive programs.

A considerable portion of-the chlld-

- study team's time has been devoted’to

the process of classification. While
classification has been the basis for fund-
ing programs, the process seems to have
become an end in itself. Reguiation re-
quires that children be classified in order
for a state to be eligible for funding. It
does not require that educational place-
ments be made on the basis of those
classifications. Considerable researrh
and experience indicate that class place-
ment on a categorical basis is question:
able and may even be counterproductive
(O'Grady, 1974; Sabatino, 1972). There
would probably be far less time invested
in the classification process and, there:
fore, more time available for direct service
if class placement were not tied into the
classification process and evaluation pro-
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" reorientation of existing resources may

~ing-consultation and acting in a resource *
* capacity, child-study team members can

r

cedures -were oriented to identifying
needs rather than finding an appropriate
label.

An approach which views classifica-
tion as a means of establishing eligibility
for services and'then focuses on identify-
ing needs Is lika to be far less fraught
with psychological, legal, and socio-
logical ramifications than.an appréach
which views evaluation as a means of
determining placement. With such an ap-
proach, less extensive testing would be
required; procedural matters related to
classification could be streamlined; and

-

parents would likely undertake fewer .

chaiienges to classification.

Interviewing revealed a wide range of

differences among child-study teams and
team members. The emphasis on terri-
torial prerogatives fand designation of
function based entirely upon roie has led
to overlapping of activities and inefficient
use of valuable resources. Follow-through

.of the |IEP should be the responsibility of

the team member deemed most_appro-

priate for the particular situation. It
the presenting problem appears to be

within the competencies of the school -

psychologist, hel/she, rather than the
learning consultant, may be the ap-
propriate person to consult with -the
teachers. Assistance from other team
members is not precluded but primary
responsibility should be determined by
the individual situation.

A redistribution of child-study team
time is another alternative for maximizing
existing resources. Teams are often
viewed and at times perceive themselves
as unitary bodies. ‘Whole teams may be
involved in tasks that legitimately and
lngically could be assumed by one
member of the team. The suggestion was
made by more than one interviewee that
entire team participation in the |IEP con-
ference is an exampie of inefficient use of
time. It may be that one member of the
team, the most appropriate one given the
nature of the case, could share the results
of child-study team evaluations and
recommendations with the IEP commit.
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tee. The presence of one member of the
child-study team rather than three would
also facllitate the functioning of the
group process.

Many interviewees spoke of the
potential problems which result from the
increase in numbers of people who par-

ticipate in the IEP committee meetings.

Eliminating the necessity’ for two chlld-
study team members would allow for a
more workable group size and might con-
tribute to better communication.

Lack of Follow-Through

In some of the districts vislted, the pro-
duction of an "educational plan con-
stituted the end- of the process rather
than the means of providing Improved
educational services. Assessments were
completed, reports were written, due pro-
cess requirements were complied with,
and the educational plan was written, on-
ly to be put in the student’s file or tucked
away in the teacher's desk. It is con-
ceivabie that districts can presume com-
pliance with IEP provisions without ac-
tually improving the quality of services to
handicapped children,

‘et the IEP process, to be success-

ful, assumes that the productlon of the

document is just one step in a multistage
process. The |IEP must be 1. ‘plemented
and monitored so that the extent to which
the objectives are being met can be
evaluated. This provides the basis for
future educational planning. Failure to
carry out the plan renders meaningiess
the efforts that went into its deyelopment.
. Fallure to evaluate the effectiveness of
the IEP may perpetuate ineffective or in-
appropriate classroom programs.

The success of thé |EP is, therefore,
dependent on the quality of the monitor-
ing process. Interviews with school of-
ficiais indicated that much of the current
monituring is superficial in nature. For ex-
ample, in some districts, monitoring took
the form of ensuring that the |IEPs were
written: the monitoring ended there: In ef:
fect, the development of the document
was perceived as the goal.

Monitoring of the IEP, to be max-
imally effective, should be a continuing
process in which the information ob-

* tained is fed back into the process and

appropriate revisions made. In addition,

UCATION UNLIMITED

monitoring should ideally assess the in-

dividual program from a varlety of
perspectives, Includling the. process
through which it was developed, the

degree to which the program is being -

followed, and the impact upon the chlld.
There are numerous forms of monitoring.

) Some monitoring can best be done and

should be done by outside sources. For
example, * procedurai issues —Are IEPs”
prepared” Do they include the mandated
Information? Are services belng pro-
vided? These questions should be
assessed by state and federal monitors.

Substantive monitoring to assess,

the impact of the plan on the child Is best
done in consultation with the teacher by
someone who Is familiar with the dlistrict
and Its personnel, for example a child-
study team member. As one Interviewee
polnted out, you must be part of the
district to be able to judge the implemen-
tation of the process. While monitoring
procedures will vary with time demands,
characteristics of the districts, and in-
dividual preferences; it Is important that
monitoring be percelved as essentlal.
Various models have been proposed
which can be adapted to the monitoring
of IEPs (Kiresuk & Sherman, 1968; Maher,
1977). In addltion, a monitoring pro-
cedures manual is available from the Na-

- tional Association of State Directors of

Special Educatlon. The manual describes
basic monltoring steps, examples of suc-
cessful dpproaches, and a description of
the federal monltoring system. Whatever
plan is adopted, the measure of staff ef-
fectiveness should be the degree to which
it has helped meet children’s needs rather
than the number of IEPs It has wrltten, or
how many children it has classified,

Lack of Administrative Support

That this sectlon has been left for last is
no Indlication that it is of low priority. Ad-
ministrative support may indeed be the
key to the success of the IEP process in-
asmuch as all the other variables are in
one way or another dependent: upon the
support. of school adminlstrators and
board of education members. .These
groups have the potential to significantly
influence thé IEP process. Their level of
support will become evident through their
wlllingness to provide the necessary ser-
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. vices—release time for teachers, for ex-

ample. District attitudes, which in our

observations ranged from enthusiastical-

ly supportive to blatantly subverting, are
- likely to have a nppl} effect throughout
the district, influencing how staff within
the district relate to special education
and how special education personnel are
likely to feel about themselves and their

profession.

‘While the suggestions regarding
changes in role orientation and pro-
cedural modifications can facilitate the
process of developing and implementing

individual educational programs, in the ,

end the success of the |EP process will
depend on the-commitment of individuals
to:improving the quality of education for
handicapped _children. Thus, a primary
focus In any district shouid be to ensure

that those involved in the IEP process -
understand its ratlonale, perceive it as a .

potentially effective educational strategy,
and do not feel overburdened by the pro-
cedure. Morale problems resulting from a
failure to attend to these considerations

can undermine whatever other efforls

have bec:: expended in the process.

The individual program planning ef.
forts have already ‘reaped significant
benefits. Considerably more children are
now served (Department of Health,
Eduéation, and Welfare, 1979). Teachers
are experlencing a greater degree of job
satisfaction because they can see the
results of their planning (NEA, 1978).
Regular classroom teachers are more
aware of the rights of handicapped
children (Education Turnkey Systems,
1979). Teachers have found the IEP pro-
cess an aid in analyzmg their teaching,
planning lessons, ~and motivatin

students through systematic record keep>,

ing (Schipper & Wilson, 1978). Most impor-

tantly, it legalizes a philosophy of in- -

dividuaiization of instruction, namely, that
a role of the school is to meet the unique
educational needs of every child.
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